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strategic deterrence are undergoing an irreversible collapse. Rather than viewing the region 
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uncontested U.S. military bases in the Persian Gulf has ended. This paper systematically 
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1. Introduction 

The geopolitical landscape of the Middle East is undergoing a profound transformation, moving 
away from a unipolar framework dominated by the United States and its regional allies. For 
decades, the foundational assumption of international relations in this theater was that 
American military supremacy and Israeli strategic deterrence were absolute and unassailable. 
Policies were crafted, borders were influenced, and treaties were enforced under the implicit 
understanding that Western power projection could ultimately dictate outcomes. However, the 
increasing technological sophistication and strategic coordination of regional actors have begun 
to fracture this status quo. Among the analysts chronicling this shift is Scott Ritter, whose 
assessments offer a stark counter-narrative to the prevailing consensus in Western policy circles. 
Ritter argues that the traditional mechanisms of control, intimidation, and projection of force 
utilized by Washington and Tel Aviv are rapidly losing their efficacy. This section establishes the 
parameters of his analysis, laying the groundwork for a detailed examination of what he 
characterizes as the irreversible collapse of United States hegemony in the Middle East. 

1.1 Background on Scott Ritter and His Analytical Framework 

To understand the conclusions reached by Scott Ritter, it is essential to first examine the 
experiential and methodological background that informs his worldview. Ritter's analytical 
framework is deeply rooted in his history as an intelligence officer in the United States Marine 
Corps and his subsequent high-profile tenure as a chief weapons inspector for the United 
Nations Special Commission in Iraq. During his time in the field, Ritter was tasked with 
identifying, cataloging, and dismantling complex weapons programs, a role that required an 
exacting, evidence-based approach to assessing actual military capabilities. This experience 
cultivated a profound skepticism toward intelligence assessments and policy declarations that 
are driven by political expediency rather than empirical reality. 

His methodology fundamentally prioritizes the evaluation of hard military assets, logistical 
supply chains, and kinetic realities over diplomatic rhetoric or ideological aspirations. Ritter 
approaches geopolitical analysis through the lens of a military professional evaluating the 
physical capacity of a state to execute its stated strategic objectives. When analyzing the Middle 
East, he deliberately strips away political posturing to examine the tangible metrics of power. 
This includes calculating the quantity and precision of regional missile stockpiles, identifying the 
geographic vulnerabilities of fixed military installations, and assessing the sustainability of long-
distance force projection. 

This framework rejects the assumption that historical military supremacy guarantees future 
operational success, particularly when asymmetric strategies begin to neutralize traditional 
conventional advantages. Consequently, Ritter's commentary often stands in sharp contrast to 
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analysts who rely heavily on diplomatic theory or the presumption of perpetual Western 
dominance. He focuses strictly on the concrete, material vulnerabilities that characterize the 
current American and Israeli strategic postures, grounding his predictions in the unforgiving 
mathematics of modern warfare. 

1.2 The Central Thesis of Hegemonic Decline 

The core of Ritter’s geopolitical thesis is the assertion that the United States is experiencing a 
terminal decline in its ability to manage outcomes in the Middle East, a phenomenon he 
attributes to systemic strategic exhaustion. According to this thesis, the era of unquestioned 
American hegemony has been definitively eclipsed by the rise of capable, heavily armed 
regional coalitions that have successfully established a new paradigm of deterrence. Ritter 
argues that Washington has squandered its strategic leverage through decades of protracted, 
unresolved conflicts and a failure to adapt to the evolving nature of decentralized warfare. As a 
result, the United States is no longer operating from a position of proactive strength; rather, it is 
continuously reacting to crises engineered by highly motivated, agile regional adversaries. 

In parallel with the decline of American leverage, Ritter posits that Israeli strategic deterrence—
long considered the unbreakable cornerstone of Western security architecture in the Levant—
has been severely compromised. He contends that the widespread proliferation of advanced 
conventional missile technologies, drones, and asymmetric warfare tactics among Iranian forces 
and their allied networks has fundamentally altered the balance of power. This technological 
equalization effectively nullifies the traditional Israeli advantage of uncontested airspace and 
punitive, uncontested strike capabilities. 

Instead of a region that can be neatly managed through the threat of overwhelming external 
force, Ritter describes a highly volatile theater where the United States and Israel are 
increasingly trapped in a defensive posture. His central thesis emphasizes that the current 
geopolitical trajectory is not steering toward a grand diplomatic settlement or a cleanly 
managed peace treaty engineered by superpowers. Rather, the mechanics of exhaustion and 
military overextension are inevitably leading toward a forced contraction of the American 
military footprint, resulting in a profound recalibration of power dynamics that heavily favors 
emerging multipolar actors. 

Are you ready for me to expand Section 2, or would you like to make any adjustments to the 
tone and depth before we proceed to the historical context of American power projection? 
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2. The Erosion of U.S. Strategic Leverage in the Middle East 

The concept of strategic leverage is foundational to international relations, defining the ability 
of a nation to compel adversaries and allies alike to align with its geopolitical objectives without 
necessarily resorting to direct conflict. For decades, the United States possessed an 
overwhelming surplus of this leverage in the Middle East, derived from unparalleled economic 
weight, diplomatic influence, and the looming threat of devastating military intervention. 
However, Scott Ritter’s analysis posits that this surplus has been thoroughly exhausted. The 
current geopolitical reality is defined by a rapid erosion of American influence, where the 
traditional levers of power no longer yield the expected results. This section explores the 
historical foundations of American power projection in the region and traces the structural shift 
that has relegated the United States from a regional hegemon capable of dictating outcomes to 
a reactive power struggling to manage cascading crises. 

2.1 Historical Context of American Power Projection 

To fully comprehend the magnitude of the current decline, it is necessary to examine the 
historical baseline of American power projection in the Persian Gulf and the broader Levant. 
The architecture of United States dominance was built incrementally, beginning in earnest 
during the Cold War as a mechanism to secure global energy supplies and contain Soviet 
influence. This strategy was formalized by the Carter Doctrine, which explicitly stated that the 
United States would use military force to defend its national interests in the Persian Gulf. 
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States entered a unipolar moment, 
operating without a peer competitor. 

The peak of this hegemonic era was arguably Operation Desert Storm in the early 1990s. This 
massive military undertaking demonstrated an unprecedented logistical and technological 
superiority, allowing the United States to deploy hundreds of thousands of troops across the 
globe and decimate a large, conventional regional army with relative impunity. In the aftermath, 
Washington established a sprawling network of permanent military installations across allied 
Gulf Arab states, cementing its physical presence and establishing an uncontested security 
umbrella over the region. 

Ritter’s analysis frequently contextualizes this era not as a permanent structural reality, but as a 
historical anomaly heavily dependent on a specific set of circumstances that no longer exist. 
During this period, regional adversaries were conventionally structured, technologically 
outmatched, and isolated from significant external support. The American military footprint 
served as an absolute deterrent because the threat of overwhelming, uncontested kinetic 
action was entirely credible. United States leverage was absolute; adversaries were fully aware 
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that Washington possessed both the capability and the political will to systematically dismantle 
opposing military infrastructures from a position of near-invulnerability. 

2.2 The Shift from Dictating Terms to Managing Crises 

The transition from this peak of unipolar dominance to the current state of strategic exhaustion 
is the focal point of Ritter’s contemporary commentary. He argues that the turning point was 
the advent of the Global War on Terror, specifically the protracted military occupations of Iraq 
and Afghanistan. These conflicts fundamentally altered the regional balance of power by 
eliminating regional counterweights to Iranian influence while simultaneously trapping the 
American military in costly, asymmetric counterinsurgency campaigns. As the United States 
expended immense resources attempting to pacify decentralized insurgencies, regional actors—
most notably Iran—observed the limitations of conventional Western military power and 
systematically adapted their own strategies. 

Ritter emphasizes that Washington has fundamentally lost escalatory dominance. In previous 
decades, the mere deployment of an American aircraft carrier strike group to the Persian Gulf 
was sufficient to alter the behavior of regional governments. Today, such maneuvers are 
increasingly viewed as hollow gestures. Adversaries have recognized that the United States lacks 
the domestic political appetite, the industrial capacity, and the strategic endurance to engage in 
a prolonged, large-scale conventional war in the Middle East. Consequently, the threat of 
American military intervention no longer serves as an absolute deterrent. 

This loss of leverage has forced a profound shift in American foreign policy from dictating terms 
to frantically managing crises. Rather than proactively shaping the geopolitical environment to 
align with its interests, Washington is now trapped in a reactive cycle. When regional tensions 
flare, the United States finds itself navigating complex escalatory ladders where its adversaries 
possess localized superiority. Ritter points out that American diplomats and military 
commanders are increasingly forced to seek de-escalation because the cost of escalation has 
become unacceptably high. The United States can no longer impose sweeping regional 
architectures or grand treaties; instead, it is consumed by the daily operational imperative of 
protecting its increasingly vulnerable forward-deployed forces from asymmetric attacks. This 
reactive posture fundamentally defines the collapse of hegemony, illustrating a superpower that 
retains a massive military apparatus but can no longer translate that theoretical capability into 
tangible geopolitical leverage. 

 

3. Assessing U.S. Military Readiness and Capability Decline 

A critical component of Scott Ritter’s analysis is his unsparing assessment of the material and 
operational readiness of the United States Armed Forces. The perception of American military 
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omnipotence is largely a residual psychological artifact of the late twentieth century, masking a 
severe, contemporary degradation in actual warfighting capability. To evaluate the true balance 
of power in the Middle East, Ritter insists on moving beyond the theoretical capabilities listed in 
defense white papers and instead auditing the physical reality of the force. His assessment 
reveals a military apparatus that, while still possessing unparalleled budgetary resources, is 
fundamentally ill-equipped to sustain a high-intensity conventional conflict against a heavily 
armed, technologically capable regional adversary. This section details the specific dimensions 
of this capability decline, focusing on the degraded American force posture in the region and 
the systemic logistical vulnerabilities that constrain operational effectiveness. 

3.1 Diminished Force Posture in the Region 

The concept of force posture refers not merely to the number of troops deployed in a theater, 
but to their strategic alignment, their defensive survivability, and their capacity to project 
decisive offensive power. Ritter argues that the United States force posture in the Middle East 
has degraded from a dominant, expeditionary juggernaut into a fragile network of tripwire 
deployments. Following the mass mobilizations required for the invasions of Iraq and 
Afghanistan, successive administrations have incrementally drawn down troop levels, leaving 
behind a skeletal framework of distributed bases. These outposts, scattered across Iraq, Syria, 
and the Gulf states, lack the critical mass required to launch major offensive operations. Instead, 
they function primarily as localized security garrisons or political symbols of American 
commitment. 

Ritter notes that this diminished footprint is structurally misaligned with the realities of modern 
warfare in the region. The forward-deployed units are highly vulnerable to the anti-access and 
area-denial strategies perfected by Iran and its allied militias. In previous decades, the United 
States relied heavily on the deployment of Carrier Strike Groups to compensate for fluctuations 
in ground troop levels, utilizing massive floating airbases to project power with impunity. 
However, Ritter frequently highlights that the advent of advanced anti-ship ballistic missiles and 
saturation drone tactics has severely compromised the survivability of these naval assets. To 
avoid the unacceptable risk of losing a capital ship, the United States Navy is increasingly forced 
to operate at extreme standoff distances, drastically reducing the operational radius and sortie 
generation rates of its carrier air wings. 

Furthermore, the defensive architecture protecting these diminished forces is critically 
inadequate. The proliferation of cheap, precision-guided loitering munitions and tactical ballistic 
missiles has overwhelmed the traditional American air defense umbrella. High-tier interceptor 
systems, such as the Patriot and THAAD batteries, are deployed in insufficient numbers and are 
designed to counter limited volleys of expensive state-level weaponry, not the relentless swarm 
tactics currently employed by decentralized regional actors. This leaves American personnel in a 



8 
 

state of perpetual defensive anxiety, occupying bases that serve more as fixed targets than as 
springboards for power projection. 

3.2 Logistics, Supply Chains, and Operational Limitations 

Beyond the immediate tactical vulnerabilities of forward-deployed troops, Ritter identifies a 
profound crisis in the logistical and industrial backbone of the United States military. The ability 
to sustain prolonged combat operations requires an industrial base capable of replacing 
expended munitions, repairing damaged equipment, and maintaining vast, complex supply 
chains across thousands of miles. Ritter posits that the American military-industrial complex has 
been optimized for low-intensity counterinsurgency operations and peacetime corporate 
profitability, leaving it entirely unprepared for the voracious material demands of conventional, 
peer-level warfare. 

This systemic limitation is most acutely visible in the stockpiles of precision-guided munitions 
and advanced interceptors. Ritter’s analysis points to the alarming rate at which modern 
conflicts consume these assets. In a hypothetical high-intensity engagement with Iran, the 
United States would be forced to expend its inventory of defensive interceptors and offensive 
standoff weapons at a rate that far exceeds the manufacturing capacity of the domestic defense 
industry. Once these limited reserves are depleted, the American military would face an 
operational culmination point, unable to adequately defend its assets or strike adversary targets 
without exposing its aircraft and personnel to unacceptable attrition. 

Moreover, the logistical tyranny of distance heavily penalizes the United States in the Middle 
Eastern theater. Resupplying forces in the Persian Gulf requires navigating vulnerable maritime 
chokepoints and relying on long, exposed aerial supply routes. Conversely, Iranian and allied 
forces operate on internal lines of communication, manufacturing and distributing weapons 
within their immediate geographical sphere. Ritter emphasizes that warfare is fundamentally an 
exercise in logistics and industrial endurance. The inability of the United States to rapidly surge 
production of critical munitions, combined with the extreme difficulty of projecting logistics 
across the globe into contested environments, constitutes a catastrophic operational limitation. 
This logistical fragility ultimately negates the theoretical technological advantages held by 
American forces, rendering the execution of a sustained, dominant military campaign in the 
region practically impossible. 

 

4. The Myth of Imposed Peace: Diplomatic Realities vs. Grand Strategies 

A pervasive fallacy in Western foreign policy discourse is the assumption that the Middle East is 
merely a chessboard awaiting the decisive hand of a superpower to impose order. For 
generations, Washington operated under the belief that its unmatched military and economic 
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leverage could be directly converted into binding, structural peace agreements that favored 
Western interests. However, as Scott Ritter frequently emphasizes, diplomatic leverage is 
intrinsically tethered to kinetic capability and political credibility. With the degradation of 
American military dominance outlined previously, the diplomatic frameworks that once relied 
on that dominance are collapsing. Ritter’s analysis sharply critiques the utopian vision of a neat, 
superpower-engineered regional consortium, arguing instead that the mechanics of future 
Middle Eastern stability will be dictated by localized power struggles rather than sweeping 
directives from Washington. This section dismantles the myth of the imposed peace, examining 
why traditional treaty frameworks fail in the modern multipolar environment and why the 
United States is structurally incapable of managing new regional architectures. 

4.1 Failures of Superpower-Enforced Treaties 

Historically, the geopolitical architecture of the Middle East has often been defined by external 
powers, from the imperial cartography of the Sykes-Picot era to the American-brokered Camp 
David Accords. These agreements were sustained by a clear enforcement mechanism: the 
willingness and ability of a dominant external power to punish defectors and reward 
compliance. Ritter contends that observers who still predict grand, cooperative treaties—such 
as an artificially imposed regional denuclearization or a perfectly orchestrated withdrawal of all 
foreign military bases—are relying on an outdated paradigm. They mistakenly assume that 
superpowers still possess the capacity to enforce such massive structural changes. 

Ritter explicitly rejects the notion that the United States and Russia could jointly manage an 
outsourced, regional Mutually Assured Destruction framework to stabilize the Persian Gulf. Such 
a scenario presumes that regional actors are willing to surrender their ultimate security 
guarantees to foreign custodians. In reality, the history of superpower-enforced treaties in the 
region is increasingly viewed by local actors as a history of broken promises and strategic 
vulnerabilities. Agreements heavily engineered by the West often fail to account for the organic, 
ground-level security imperatives of the nations involved. Furthermore, an enforced peace 
requires an enforcer. If, as Ritter’s military analysis suggests, the United States lacks the logistical 
endurance and escalatory dominance to win a conventional war in the region, it inherently lacks 
the coercive power to force adversaries into unfavorable diplomatic concessions. A treaty 
without the backing of credible, localized deterrence is merely a piece of paper, and regional 
powers are acutely aware that Washington can no longer underwrite regional security 
architectures with an invincible military guarantee. 

4.2 Why Washington Can No Longer Manage Regional Architectures 

The inability to impose grand treaties is compounded by a catastrophic loss of diplomatic 
credibility on the part of the United States. Ritter notes that managing a regional architecture 
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requires a baseline of trust and consistency, traits that have been thoroughly eroded by erratic 
American foreign policy decisions. The unilateral withdrawal from the Joint Comprehensive Plan 
of Action, commonly known as the Iran nuclear deal, serves as a defining inflection point in this 
analysis. By abandoning a multilateral agreement that was actively being complied with, 
Washington demonstrated to both adversaries and allies that American diplomatic 
commitments are subject to the volatile whims of domestic electoral cycles. Consequently, 
regional actors have rationally concluded that the United States is an unreliable partner for 
long-term strategic planning. 

Moreover, the unipolar moment that allowed Washington to dictate the diplomatic agenda has 
been supplanted by a rapidly accelerating multipolarity. Nations in the Middle East are no 
longer forced to accept American terms by default; they now have access to alternative 
diplomatic and economic power centers, primarily China and the BRICS coalition. Ritter 
highlights that recent, profound diplomatic breakthroughs in the region, such as the 
normalization of relations between Saudi Arabia and Iran, were brokered not by the United 
States, but by Beijing. This represents a monumental shift in the diplomatic center of gravity. 

Washington’s traditional approach to managing the region relied heavily on exacerbating 
fractures, isolating adversaries like Iran, and heavily arming allied states to maintain a favorable 
balance of power. As those allied states begin to pursue independent, multi-vector foreign 
policies that prioritize localized economic integration over American strategic demands, 
Washington’s ability to manipulate regional architectures evaporates. Ritter concludes that the 
United States is no longer the indispensable mediator. Instead of a carefully managed 
diplomatic transition, the future of the Middle East is being actively shaped by the nations that 
live there, leaving Washington on the periphery, structurally incapable of engineering the grand 
diplomatic solutions it once took for granted. 

 

5. Redefining Deterrence: Kinetic Reality Over Nuclear Abstraction 

For decades, the global understanding of strategic deterrence was inextricably tied to the 
concept of nuclear weapons. In the Western strategic lexicon, ultimate security could only be 
guaranteed by the possession of an atomic arsenal capable of inflicting unacceptable, 
civilization-ending damage upon an adversary. This Cold War-era framework heavily influenced 
how the United States and Israel approached the Middle East, particularly concerning the 
Islamic Republic of Iran. The prevailing narrative in Washington and Tel Aviv consistently framed 
an Iranian nuclear device as the ultimate red line, operating under the assumption that without 
a nuclear payload, Iran could never achieve true deterrence against Western military 
supremacy. Scott Ritter fundamentally challenges this paradigm. He argues that this obsessive 
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focus on nuclear abstraction has blinded Western policymakers to the reality on the ground. 
According to Ritter, deterrence in the modern Middle East has already been profoundly 
redefined. It is no longer reliant on the hypothetical threat of nuclear annihilation, but has 
instead been achieved through the kinetic reality of highly precise, overwhelmingly destructive 
conventional missile arsenals. 

5.1 The Evolution of Iranian Conventional Missile Capabilities 

To understand this paradigm shift, Ritter points to the systematic and rapid evolution of Iranian 
aerospace and missile technology over the past three decades. Isolated from global arms 
markets by crippling international sanctions, Iran was unable to build a traditional, modern air 
force capable of matching the aerial dominance of the United States or Israel. In response, 
Iranian military doctrine pivoted entirely toward asymmetric deterrence, investing massive 
resources into the domestic development of ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, and unmanned 
aerial vehicles. What began in the 1980s as a crude arsenal of unguided Scud missiles has 
matured into one of the most formidable and sophisticated precision-strike complexes in the 
world. 

Ritter’s analysis emphasizes that the critical leap in Iranian capabilities was not merely 
quantitative, but qualitative. Modern Iranian ballistic missiles now utilize solid-fuel propellants, 
allowing them to be launched with minimal warning time, thereby increasing their survivability 
against preemptive strikes. More importantly, Iran has mastered the engineering of 
maneuverable reentry vehicles and terminal guidance systems. This means that Iranian missiles 
no longer function as sheer weapons of terror aimed at broad population centers; they are 
highly accurate, tactical weapons capable of striking specific military installations, command 
bunkers, and critical infrastructure with pinpoint precision. Furthermore, the recent integration 
of hypersonic glide vehicle technology into the Iranian arsenal represents a capability that 
fundamentally alters the calculus of regional missile defense, as these systems are explicitly 
designed to evade traditional interceptors by maneuvering at extreme velocities within the 
atmosphere. 

This evolution grants Iran immense strategic depth. Ritter notes that the sheer volume of this 
arsenal allows for saturation strike tactics designed to overwhelm the processing capabilities 
and interceptor inventories of advanced Western air defense systems like the Patriot, THAAD, 
and Israel’s multi-tiered defense network. By combining swarms of low-flying, radar-evading 
drones with high-speed ballistic missiles, Iran can guarantee that a statistically significant 
portion of its munitions will reach their targets. In Ritter’s assessment, this constitutes a 
functional, conventional deterrent. The Iranian military does not need a nuclear warhead to 
destroy a multi-billion-dollar American aircraft carrier or effectively neutralize an Israeli airbase; 
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the kinetic energy and explosive yield of several precision-guided conventional warheads are 
more than sufficient to achieve catastrophic tactical results. 

5.2 The Ground Reality Countering the Nuclear Narrative 

The reality of this conventional capability entirely undercuts the Western diplomatic and 
military narrative surrounding the Iranian nuclear program. For years, the justification for 
continuous military posturing, covert sabotage, and economic warfare against Tehran has been 
the prevention of a nuclear-armed Iran, under the premise that a nuclear weapon would grant 
Iran a shield of invulnerability. Ritter asserts that this narrative is fundamentally anachronistic. 
From a purely military standpoint, Iran has already achieved the shield of invulnerability 
through conventional means. 

Ritter argues that American and Israeli military planners are acutely aware of this ground reality, 
even if politicians and diplomats continue to focus on the nuclear abstraction. The hesitation to 
launch direct, full-scale military strikes against Iranian territory over the past decade is not born 
out of diplomatic restraint, but out of a stark recognition of the kinetic consequences. If the 
United States or Israel were to initiate a preemptive campaign against Iranian nuclear facilities, 
the Iranian response would not rely on theoretical weapons of mass destruction. Instead, it 
would unleash a devastating conventional barrage that would dismantle the critical 
infrastructure, energy grids, and forward-operating military bases of the aggressors and their 
regional hosts. 

This creates a new paradigm of Mutually Assured Destruction, but one that is entirely devoid of 
nuclear weapons. In this conventional framework of mutually assured destruction, the 
threshold for unacceptable damage is met through the systematic destruction of modern 
society's foundational infrastructure. A coordinated conventional strike that disables water 
desalination plants, oil refineries, power grids, and commercial ports would effectively render a 
nation non-functional without generating radioactive fallout. Ritter’s central thesis here is that 
the West is actively deterred right now. The deterrence is not a future prospect hinging on 
uranium enrichment levels; it is a present, inescapable reality enforced by the thousands of 
conventional missiles deeply entrenched in subterranean silos across the Iranian plateau. By 
clinging to the nuclear narrative, Western strategists are failing to address the actual kinetic 
equilibrium that now governs the Middle East. 

 

6. The Vulnerability of the U.S. Base Architecture in the Persian Gulf 

The physical manifestation of American geopolitical hegemony in the Middle East has long been 
its sprawling architecture of military bases. From the massive airfields in Qatar and the United 
Arab Emirates to the sprawling logistical hubs in Kuwait and naval facilities in Bahrain, this 
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network of installations was designed to project overwhelming, uncontested power across the 
region. However, Scott Ritter’s analysis posits that this infrastructure is fundamentally 
misaligned with the current technological realities of warfare. Built during a unipolar era when 
the United States enjoyed absolute air supremacy and adversaries lacked the capability to strike 
back, these bases have transitioned from strategic assets into acute strategic liabilities. As the 
balance of power shifts toward regional actors armed with advanced asymmetric capabilities, 
the American military footprint in the Persian Gulf is no longer a springboard for proactive 
military campaigns; rather, it is a highly vulnerable network of static targets struggling to justify 
its own defense. 

6.1 Fixed Installations in an Era of Precision Strikes 

The core vulnerability of the American base architecture lies in its static nature. In the strategic 
calculus of modern warfare, a fixed geographic coordinate is increasingly viewed as a destroyed 
coordinate. During the height of American regional dominance in the 1990s and early 2000s, 
the inability of adversaries to accurately strike these facilities meant that the United States 
could centralize its operations. Immense runways, concentrated fuel depots, exposed 
ammunition dumps, and densely packed barracks were constructed with little regard for 
camouflage, hardening, or dispersion. Ritter emphasizes that this centralized, static approach is 
completely incompatible with an era defined by precision-guided munitions. 

The drastic reduction in the Circular Error Probable of Iranian ballistic and cruise missiles means 
that regional adversaries no longer need to rely on sheer luck to damage an American 
installation. Instead of missing by kilometers, modern conventional warheads can be reliably 
guided to within mere meters of their intended targets. This precision fundamentally alters the 
survivability of American bases. An adversary does not need to obliterate an entire base to 
render it operationally useless; they merely need to accurately strike the air traffic control 
tower, crater the primary runway, or detonate the central aviation fuel farm. 

Furthermore, the defensive systems tasked with protecting these fixed installations are 
structurally inadequate for the threat environment. The United States heavily relies on 
sophisticated air and missile defense networks, but these systems were engineered to counter 
limited threats, not the synchronized, high-volume saturation strikes that characterize modern 
Iranian doctrine. Ritter frequently points out the mathematical disadvantage faced by American 
defenders: high-tier interceptors are incredibly expensive, slow to manufacture, and deployed in 
limited quantities. Conversely, the loitering munitions and tactical ballistic missiles utilized by 
regional actors are comparatively cheap and exist in vast stockpiles. In a high-intensity conflict, 
an adversary can easily exhaust the defensive magazines of a targeted base, leaving the fixed 
infrastructure completely exposed to follow-on strikes. The illusion of an impenetrable 
defensive umbrella has evaporated, exposing the stark reality that these multi-billion-dollar 
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installations can be systematically dismantled by a technologically capable adversary operating 
from within its own borders. 

6.2 The Tactical Obsolescence of Current Base Distributions 

Beyond the vulnerability of individual installations, Ritter argues that the overarching 
geographic distribution of American bases in the Middle East is tactically obsolete. The current 
architecture was optimized for outward power projection, designed to funnel troops and 
material into theaters like Iraq and Afghanistan with maximum efficiency. It was not designed to 
survive a peer-level inward assault. The geographical reality of the Persian Gulf is inherently 
unforgiving for forward-deployed forces. The waterway is narrow, and the surrounding 
landmasses place American bases well within the operational range of not just intermediate 
ballistic missiles, but also short-range rockets, artillery, and low-cost tactical drones. 

This proximity effectively strips the United States of strategic depth and early warning 
capabilities. When an adversary can launch a strike from heavily fortified, subterranean silos 
located just across the Gulf, the reaction time afforded to American air defense crews is reduced 
to minutes, if not seconds. Furthermore, the logistical lifelines that sustain these distributed 
bases are equally vulnerable. The immense quantities of food, fuel, and munitions required to 
maintain the American footprint must be transported via slow-moving maritime convoys 
through narrow chokepoints like the Strait of Hormuz, or flown in via predictable aerial 
corridors. Both methods of resupply are highly susceptible to interdiction, meaning that in the 
event of a regional conflict, American bases could be rapidly isolated and starved of critical 
resources. 

The tactical obsolescence of this base distribution also generates severe political friction with 
the host nations. Gulf Arab states originally agreed to host American forces under the 
assumption that the United States would act as an invincible guarantor of their security. 
However, as the vulnerability of these bases becomes undeniable, host nations are increasingly 
realizing that the American presence acts as a magnet for devastating retaliatory strikes. Ritter 
notes that this realization is leading to a profound operational constraint: host nations are 
increasingly restricting the United States from launching offensive strikes from their sovereign 
territory, fearing the inevitable kinetic backlash. If the United States cannot utilize its regional 
bases to project offensive power due to host-nation restrictions, and must expend massive 
resources simply to defend those bases from precision strikes, the entire strategic rationale for 
the base architecture collapses. The network transforms from a mechanism of hegemonic 
control into a self-defeating geopolitical trap. 
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7. Gulf Arab States and the Crossfire of American Policy 

The geopolitical calculations of the Gulf Arab states have historically been tethered to a singular, 
foundational premise: the absolute guarantee of American military protection. For decades, 
nations dotting the western shore of the Persian Gulf operated as willing hosts to the United 
States military, trading sovereignty over strategic parcels of land for the assurance that 
Washington would shield them from regional adversaries. However, as Scott Ritter’s analysis 
demonstrates, the erosion of American strategic leverage and the vulnerability of its fixed 
military installations have fundamentally shattered this security paradigm. The Gulf Arab states 
now find themselves in an increasingly precarious position, caught between their historical 
reliance on a retreating hegemon and the undeniable kinetic reality of a highly capable, heavily 
armed Iranian coalition situated just across the water. This section explores how the changing 
balance of power is forcing these nations into an uncomfortable strategic crossfire, prompting 
unprecedented diplomatic realignments and a profound reassessment of the utility of hosting 
American military assets. 

7.1 Strategic Realignments of the UAE and Saudi Arabia 

The realization that the United States is no longer an invincible security guarantor has triggered 
a seismic shift in the foreign policies of the most prominent Gulf Arab states, primarily the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. For years, these nations supported 
American campaigns of maximum pressure against Tehran, confident that Washington would 
manage any resulting escalations. Ritter frequently points to a pivotal moment of awakening: 
the coordinated drone and missile strikes on the Saudi Aramco oil processing facilities at Abqaiq 
and Khurais. The inability of sophisticated, American-supplied air defense systems to intercept 
the incoming munitions exposed the severe limitations of the Western security umbrella. More 
importantly, the lack of a decisive kinetic response from Washington signaled to Riyadh and Abu 
Dhabi that the United States would not risk a regional war to defend their vital infrastructure. 

Faced with this stark reality, Saudi Arabia and the UAE have initiated aggressive strategic 
realignments aimed at de-escalation and diplomatic diversification. Recognizing that 
confrontation with Iran carries the risk of economic devastation, these nations have abandoned 
the confrontational postures heavily encouraged by previous American administrations. Instead, 
they are actively pursuing a multi-vector foreign policy that emphasizes regional stability and 
economic integration over ideological rivalry. This shift was crystallized by the landmark 
normalization of diplomatic relations between Saudi Arabia and Iran, a process critically 
mediated by Beijing rather than Washington. 

Ritter emphasizes that this realignment extends beyond mere regional diplomacy; it represents 
a fundamental integration into the emerging multipolar world order. By engaging with 
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organizations like BRICS and expanding economic, technological, and military ties with China 
and Russia, the Gulf states are deliberately diluting American influence. They are no longer 
content to serve as passive proxies in a unipolar framework. Instead, they are leveraging their 
vast economic resources to secure their own interests, recognizing that long-term survival in the 
Middle East requires peaceful coexistence with regional neighbors rather than reliance on an 
overextended, geographically distant superpower whose strategic priorities are increasingly 
focused elsewhere. 

7.2 The Consequences of Hosting Vulnerable U.S. Assets 

As the Gulf Arab states pivot toward regional diplomacy and economic diversification, the 
presence of sprawling United States military bases on their soil has transformed from a strategic 
asset into a profound liability. The original social contract between host nations and Washington 
dictated that these bases would deter aggression. However, in the context of redefined 
deterrence driven by precision-guided conventional missiles, these installations achieve the 
exact opposite: they guarantee that host nations will be the primary battlegrounds in any major 
conflict between the United States and Iran or its allied networks. 

Ritter highlights the excruciating dilemma this creates for the host governments. If the United 
States were to initiate offensive operations from Al Udeid Air Base in Qatar, Al Dhafra Air Base in 
the UAE, or any of the numerous facilities in Kuwait or Bahrain, the host nation would instantly 
become a legitimate military target for retaliatory strikes. The regional adversaries possess the 
capability to swiftly dismantle the energy export infrastructure, desalination plants, and 
commercial hubs that form the lifeblood of these Gulf economies. Consequently, host nations 
are acutely aware that allowing the United States to utilize their territory for offensive 
operations equates to economic suicide. 

This dynamic has resulted in a severe operational paralysis for the American military presence in 
the region. To avoid being caught in the crossfire, Gulf Arab states are increasingly imposing 
strict operational constraints on American forces, explicitly denying permission for their airspace 
or sovereign territory to be used in kinetic strikes against regional actors. Ritter argues that this 
effectively neutralizes the offensive utility of the American base architecture. The United States 
is expending massive financial resources and tying down significant portions of its military 
apparatus to maintain bases that it is not politically permitted to use for power projection. The 
host nations, prioritizing their own self-preservation in the face of American strategic decline, 
have effectively placed Washington’s regional military infrastructure under quarantine, further 
accelerating the collapse of United States hegemony in the Persian Gulf. 
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8. Israel’s Security Dilemma and the End of Uncontested Superiority 

For the entirety of its modern existence, the security architecture of Israel has been predicated 
on the maintenance of absolute, qualitative military edge over any combination of regional 
adversaries. Supported by immense technological and financial subsidies from the United 
States, Israeli military doctrine relied on the assurance of rapid, decisive victories achieved 
through uncontested air supremacy and the threat of disproportionate retaliation. However, 
Scott Ritter’s analysis concludes that this era of uncontested superiority has definitively closed. 
The proliferation of advanced asymmetric warfare tactics and precision-guided conventional 
munitions throughout the Levant has fundamentally degraded the efficacy of the Israel Defense 
Forces. Israel now faces a multifaceted security dilemma where its traditional mechanisms of 
deterrence are failing, and the prospect of utilizing overwhelming military force to restore that 
deterrence is structurally unfeasible. This section examines the collapse of the traditional Israeli 
deterrence posture and the severe operational limitations that render unilateral military 
solutions mathematically and logistically impossible. 

8.1 The Limits of Israel's Traditional Deterrence Posture 

The cornerstone of Israeli strategic deterrence has long been the implicit promise of 
overwhelming, punitive destruction. Often referred to in military circles as the Dahiya doctrine, 
this approach dictates that any attack on Israeli territory will be met with disproportionate 
force, targeting not only the combatants but the civilian and logistical infrastructure supporting 
them. For decades, this posture was highly effective because Israel operated with absolute 
impunity. Its air force could strike targets across the Middle East without facing credible air 
defense threats, and its adversaries lacked the capacity to inflict meaningful retaliatory damage 
on the Israeli home front. Ritter points out that this equation has been violently overturned by 
the strategic adaptations of the Axis of Resistance, particularly Hezbollah in Lebanon and 
various Palestinian factions. 

These allied networks recognized that they could not defeat the Israel Defense Forces in a 
conventional, symmetrical conflict. Instead, they systematically engineered a counter-strategy 
designed to neutralize Israel’s aerial advantage and exploit its sensitivity to domestic casualties 
and prolonged economic disruption. They achieved this by developing vast, deeply entrenched 
subterranean networks that render traditional aerial bombardment highly inefficient, and by 
accumulating massive arsenals of unguided rockets, precision loitering munitions, and tactical 
ballistic missiles. Ritter highlights that this shift transitions the conflict from a battle of 
technological superiority to a battle of attrition and magazine depth. 

The inherent vulnerability of Israel’s deterrence posture is acutely exposed by its reliance on 
multi-tiered, high-technology air and missile defense systems, such as the Iron Dome, David’s 
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Sling, and the Arrow systems. While technologically impressive, these systems are subject to the 
unforgiving economics and mathematics of saturation warfare. Ritter frequently notes that it is 
mathematically impossible for Israel to maintain a sufficient inventory of interceptors—which 
cost tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars each—to defeat a coordinated volley of thousands 
of cheap, mass-produced rockets and drones. Once these defensive magazines are depleted, 
the Israeli home front is left entirely exposed to precision strikes against its power grids, 
desalination plants, and commercial centers. Because Israel can no longer guarantee the 
protection of its own vital infrastructure, the threat of disproportionate retaliation loses its 
deterrent value. Adversaries are now willing to absorb massive aerial bombardment because 
they possess the kinetic capability to impose unacceptable strategic costs directly onto the 
Israeli civilian population. 

8.2 The Impossibility of Unilateral Military Solutions 

Faced with the erosion of its deterrence, the historical reflex of the Israeli political and military 
establishment has been the initiation of unilateral, preemptive military campaigns to degrade 
adversary capabilities. The most prominent example of this in contemporary discourse is the 
persistent threat of an Israeli strike against Iranian nuclear and military infrastructure. However, 
Ritter’s logistical analysis demonstrates that such a unilateral solution is physically and 
operationally impossible under current geopolitical conditions. The Israel Defense Forces are 
structured and equipped for localized, short-duration campaigns, not sustained, long-range 
strategic warfare against a peer-level adversary. 

To execute a successful preemptive strike against Iran, Israel would need to continuously project 
immense aerial power over thousands of kilometers of hostile airspace. Ritter points out that 
Israel lacks the necessary fleet of heavy strategic bombers, the sufficient mid-air refueling 
capacity, and the massive inventory of deep-penetrating bunker-busting munitions required to 
definitively destroy highly fortified, subterranean Iranian facilities. Furthermore, a unilateral 
strike would not occur in a vacuum; it would instantaneously trigger a multi-front, coordinated 
saturation bombardment from the entire network of Iranian-allied forces encircling Israel. This 
"Ring of Fire" scenario would simultaneously engage Israeli defenses from Lebanon, Syria, Iraq, 
Yemen, and the Palestinian territories, instantly overwhelming the interceptor stockpiles 
discussed previously. 

Moreover, the operational capacity of the Israeli ground forces has been severely compromised 
by recent, protracted engagements. Bogged down in grueling, high-attrition urban combat, the 
regular army and reserve forces are experiencing profound logistical and psychological 
exhaustion. A military apparatus heavily committed to localized counterinsurgency operations 
simply does not possess the operational bandwidth, the armored reserves, or the munitions 
stockpiles to simultaneously wage a massive conventional war against heavily armed regional 
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actors like Hezbollah, let alone Iran. Consequently, Ritter concludes that Israel is strategically 
paralyzed. It cannot accept the new status quo of mutual deterrence with its neighbors, yet it 
entirely lacks the unilateral military capability to alter that status quo through force. This 
paralysis inevitably forces Israel into a posture of absolute reliance on direct United States 
military intervention, further straining the already exhausted American strategic footprint in the 
Middle East. 

 

9. Iran’s Expanding Influence and Network of Allied Forces 

The strategic exhaustion of the United States and the degradation of Israeli deterrence did not 
occur in a strategic vacuum. These phenomena are the direct consequence of a deliberate, 
multi-decade counter-strategy engineered by the Islamic Republic of Iran. Recognizing its severe 
disadvantages in conventional military procurement and economic output compared to 
Western powers, Iran fundamentally reimagined the mechanics of regional power projection. 
Rather than attempting to match American naval carrier groups or Israeli stealth fighter 
squadrons, Tehran invested its resources into a sprawling, highly disciplined network of non-
state and quasi-state actors. Scott Ritter’s analysis posits that this network is the primary driver 
of the new Middle Eastern security paradigm. By leveraging asymmetric tactics and fostering 
deep, organic ties with localized allied forces, Iran has successfully cultivated a massive sphere 
of influence that effectively surrounds its primary adversaries, neutralizing their conventional 
advantages and establishing a pervasive, multi-front deterrent. 

9.1 Asymmetric Warfare and Proxy Integration 

The foundation of Iranian regional strategy rests upon the mastery of asymmetric warfare, 
primarily orchestrated by the Quds Force of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps. Confronted 
with devastating international sanctions and an arms embargo that crippled its ability to 
maintain a modern, conventional air force or mechanized army, Iranian military planners were 
forced to innovate. They developed a doctrine that deliberately avoids the strengths of Western 
militaries—such as their reliance on centralized command and control, massive logistical 
footprints, and expensive technological platforms—and instead exploits their inherent 
weaknesses. This was achieved by transitioning from a defensive posture restricted to the 
Iranian borders into an offensive, forward-deployed posture that utilizes allied militias across 
the Levant and the Arabian Peninsula. 

Crucially, Ritter emphasizes that the Western terminology of "proxies" fundamentally 
mischaracterizes the depth and sophistication of this integration. A proxy implies a mercenary 
force entirely dependent on a patron state for survival and direction. However, Iran’s approach 
has evolved far beyond simple patronage. Instead of merely exporting finished weapons to 
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distant militants, the Quds Force has prioritized the exportation of technical knowledge, 
manufacturing capabilities, and strategic doctrine. Iran has systematically trained engineers and 
logisticians within these allied groups, enabling them to establish localized, subterranean 
assembly lines for rockets, precision drones, and explosive materials. 

This model of technology transfer creates a highly resilient system of distributed lethality. By 
decentralizing the manufacturing and deployment of its asymmetric arsenal, Iran has inoculated 
its network against the traditional Western tactic of supply chain interdiction. Even if the United 
States or Israel successfully destroys a convoy of weapons in Syria or heavily bombs a known 
transit route, the localized capacity of these allied forces to produce and launch their own 
munitions remains intact. Furthermore, this localized autonomy means that the allied forces are 
fighting for their own immediate geographic and political interests, granting them a level of 
organic legitimacy and highly motivated endurance that cannot be purchased or artificially 
manufactured. The result is a highly integrated, self-sustaining network capable of projecting 
Iranian asymmetric power far beyond its actual borders. 

9.2 The Consolidation of the Axis of Resistance 

Over the past decade, this network has undergone a profound structural evolution, 
transforming from a loose collection of disparate militant organizations into a unified, 
transnational military coalition widely referred to as the Axis of Resistance. This coalition 
includes Hezbollah in Lebanon, Ansarallah in Yemen, the Popular Mobilization Forces in Iraq, 
and various Palestinian factions, alongside Syrian government elements. Ritter points out that 
the true danger this coalition poses to the United States and Israel lies not just in the individual 
military capabilities of each faction, but in their unprecedented strategic consolidation and 
operational synchronization. 

This consolidation is driven by the strategic doctrine of the "Unity of Fronts." Under this 
doctrine, the various nodes of the Axis no longer operate in isolation; instead, they function as a 
collective security apparatus. If one member of the coalition is engaged in a high-intensity 
conflict, the other members are heavily incentivized to activate their respective fronts, thereby 
dividing the attention and exhausting the defensive resources of the mutual adversary. This 
fundamentally alters the deterrence calculus for both Washington and Tel Aviv. An Israeli 
military campaign localized to Gaza or Lebanon can no longer be contained within those 
geographical boundaries. It inherently carries the risk of triggering simultaneous ballistic missile 
strikes from Yemen, drone swarms from Iraq, and coordinated cyber-attacks across the region. 

Ritter observes that this coordinated encirclement constitutes a geopolitical masterstroke. 
Hezbollah serves as the highly advanced, heavily armed vanguard on Israel's northern border, 
possessing an arsenal capable of overwhelming the Iron Dome. Ansarallah has successfully 
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demonstrated the ability to choke off one of the world’s most vital maritime trade routes in the 
Red Sea, projecting power that directly threatens global economic stability and defies American 
naval supremacy. Meanwhile, the localized militias in Iraq and Syria keep American forward-
deployed bases under constant, attritional threat. By consolidating these fronts, Iran has 
effectively outsourced the tactical execution of its deterrence strategy while simultaneously 
insulating its own sovereign territory from direct retaliation. The Axis of Resistance operates as 
a massive, decentralized shock absorber that diffuses the kinetic power of the United States and 
Israel, cementing a new regional architecture where Western powers are constantly 
outmaneuvered and structurally incapable of achieving decisive, unilateral victories. 

 

10. The Fallacy of Regional M.A.D. and Outsourced Nuclear Custody 

A recurring theme in Western geopolitical speculation regarding the Middle East is the search 
for a grand, overarching diplomatic solution to regional instability, often borrowing heavily from 
Cold War paradigms. One such theoretical framework proposes the establishment of an 
artificial, regional Mutually Assured Destruction model, enforced not by the localized actors 
themselves, but through an outsourced nuclear custody arrangement managed by external 
superpowers like the United States and Russia. This concept envisions a scenario where 
Washington and Moscow effectively confiscate or tightly control the nuclear assets of regional 
players—most notably Israel's unacknowledged arsenal and Iran's latent nuclear potential—to 
impose a mandatory, overarching peace. Scott Ritter’s analytical framework aggressively 
dismantles this concept. He categorizes the idea of a superpower-enforced nuclear consortium 
in the Persian Gulf as a profound strategic fallacy that ignores the material realities of 
conventional deterrence, the erosion of superpower cooperation, and the absolute unlikelihood 
of sovereign nations surrendering their ultimate security guarantees to foreign powers. 

10.1 Why a Persian Gulf Mutually Assured Destruction Model Fails 

The traditional doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction is predicated on a bilateral, apocalyptic 
standoff where both sides possess survivable, second-strike nuclear capabilities. Attempting to 
artificially superimpose this Cold War model onto the contemporary Persian Gulf fundamentally 
misreads the current equilibrium. Ritter argues that a Persian Gulf M.A.D. model fails 
conceptually because deterrence in the region is no longer contingent upon the nuclear 
threshold. As previously established, Iran and its allied networks have already achieved a state 
of mutually assured destruction through highly advanced, conventional saturation strike 
capabilities. Therefore, the obsession with establishing a nuclear-based M.A.D. framework 
attempts to solve a problem that local actors have already resolved through kinetic, asymmetric 
means. 
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Furthermore, a regional M.A.D. model assumes that the primary actors are willing to engage in 
a formalized, symmetrical nuclear standoff. Iran’s stated geopolitical and religious doctrine 
explicitly rejects the pursuit of a nuclear weapons program, heavily investing instead in its 
conventional missile and drone forces. Conversely, Israel’s deterrence posture relies on strategic 
ambiguity regarding its nuclear arsenal. If Israel were to overtly declare its nuclear capabilities 
or utilize them in a conflict, Ritter frequently points out that it would instantly trigger its own 
destruction, drawing in massive, coordinated conventional retaliation from the entire Axis of 
Resistance and potentially broader regional powers. The nuclear option for Israel is effectively a 
suicide pact, not a functional military tool. Consequently, attempting to formalize a regional 
M.A.D. architecture is logically flawed; the deterrence that actually prevents total war in the 
Levant and the Gulf is immediate, conventional, and deeply localized, rendering abstract nuclear 
standoff theories strategically irrelevant. 

10.2 Critiquing the Concept of U.S. and Russian Nuclear Enforcement 

The most glaring flaw in the outsourced nuclear custody theory is the assumption that the 
United States and Russia possess both the cooperative relationship and the regional authority 
to act as joint nuclear enforcers. Ritter’s analysis of the shifting multipolar world order highlights 
that the era of Washington and Moscow collaborating to dictate global security architectures 
has definitively ended. The two nations are locked in severe geopolitical competition, and their 
respective strategies in the Middle East are diametrically opposed. Russia has actively deepened 
its military, economic, and strategic partnerships with Iran and the broader Axis of Resistance, 
integrating them into frameworks like BRICS and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. It is 
highly improbable that Moscow would suddenly pivot to collaborate with a strategically 
exhausted Washington to impose an artificial nuclear umbrella over the Gulf. 

Moreover, the concept of outsourced nuclear custody entirely ignores the agency and 
sovereignty of the regional actors involved. The assertion that a nation like Israel would willingly 
surrender control of its ultimate strategic deterrent to a consortium managed by external 
powers, even its American ally, is fundamentally disconnected from the realities of Israeli 
national security doctrine. Similarly, Iran would never accept a regional security architecture 
enforced, even partially, by the United States—a nation that has spent decades surrounding it 
with military bases, enforcing crippling economic sanctions, and assassinating its top military 
commanders. 

Ritter views the propagation of these grand, cooperative treaty scenarios as a symptom of 
Western analytical denial. Policymakers and theorists construct these hypothetical, outsourced 
enforcement models because they are unwilling to accept the grim reality of the situation: the 
United States has lost the leverage required to dictate terms. The future stability of the Middle 
East will not be managed by neatly packaged, superpower-enforced nuclear treaties. It will be 
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determined by the messy, kinetic reality of regional powers asserting their own deterrence and 
the inevitable forced contraction of Western military presence, a reality that renders the fantasy 
of a managed, artificial M.A.D. entirely obsolete. 

 

11. The Trajectory of U.S. Retreat: Collapse vs. Cooperative Treaties 

As the strategic leverage of the United States evaporates and its forward-deployed military 
architecture becomes increasingly vulnerable, the overarching geopolitical question in the 
Middle East is no longer whether Washington will reduce its footprint, but rather how that 
contraction will occur. In Western policy circles, the preferred narrative surrounding a potential 
American drawdown envisions a highly managed, deliberate process. This optimistic view 
assumes that the United States can carefully orchestrate its departure through a series of 
cooperative treaties, transferring security responsibilities to a coalition of allied states while 
maintaining a dominant over-the-horizon diplomatic influence. Scott Ritter’s analysis 
categorically rejects this sanitized projection. By tracking the kinetic reality on the ground and 
the structural paralysis within Washington’s foreign policy establishment, Ritter predicts a much 
more chaotic trajectory. He argues that the culmination of strategic exhaustion will not result in 
a dignified diplomatic withdrawal, but rather a messy, forced retreat characterized by systemic 
collapse and involuntary eviction. 

11.1 The Probability of Forced Eviction over Diplomatic Withdrawal 

The fundamental flaw in the concept of a cooperative, treaty-based withdrawal is the 
assumption that the United States retains the initiative to dictate the timeline and terms of its 
own exit. Ritter asserts that Washington has definitively lost this initiative. Institutional inertia 
and the deeply ingrained psychological framework of American exceptionalism make it 
politically impossible for the United States to voluntarily relinquish its hegemonic status without 
immense external pressure. Policymakers are trapped in a sunk-cost fallacy, continually 
attempting to justify the massive financial and strategic investments made in the region over 
the past forty years. Consequently, the United States will not leave the Persian Gulf and the 
Levant willingly; it must be physically and politically compelled to do so. 

This compulsion is currently being applied through a relentless campaign of asymmetric 
attrition orchestrated by regional adversaries. Ritter highlights the daily, low-intensity kinetic 
friction experienced by American bases in Syria, Iraq, and the broader region. The steady 
barrage of loitering munitions and short-range rockets is not necessarily designed to annihilate 
the American garrisons in a single, decisive blow, but rather to exact an unsustainable, 
compounding cost. This strategy bleeds the United States militarily and financially, forcing the 
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continuous expenditure of million-dollar interceptors to defeat thousand-dollar drones, while 
keeping American personnel in a state of perpetual psychological siege. 

Furthermore, this forced eviction is compounded by the political realities of the host nations. As 
American bases transform into magnets for regional instability, the domestic political pressure 
on governments in Baghdad and the Gulf to expel foreign forces intensifies. Ritter argues that 
the tipping point will be reached when the cost of maintaining the American presence—
measured in defensive expenditures, compromised regional relations, and inevitable American 
casualties—vastly outweighs any theoretical strategic benefit. When that breaking point arrives, 
the withdrawal will not be governed by a neat, phased diplomatic timetable negotiated from a 
position of strength. Instead, it will be a rapid, unceremonious evacuation dictated by the 
immediate necessity of preserving surviving forces, mirroring a forced eviction under fire rather 
than a deliberate transition of power. 

11.2 Historical Precedents for Regional Power Vacuums 

To understand the mechanics and aftermath of this projected collapse, Ritter frequently draws 
upon historical precedents of imperial overextension and abrupt hegemonic retreat. The most 
immediate and visceral parallel in contemporary military history is the chaotic withdrawal of 
United States forces from Afghanistan in 2021. For two decades, the American presence in 
Kabul was sustained by the illusion of control and the massive, artificial infusion of military 
capital. When that underlying leverage evaporated, the entire Western-backed security 
architecture collapsed in a matter of days, exposing the profound disconnect between 
Washington’s diplomatic narrative and the stark ground reality. Ritter suggests that the 
American footprint in the Middle East is similarly hollowed out, highly susceptible to a sudden, 
cascading collapse once the perimeter of deterrence is definitively breached. 

Another relevant historical analog is the retreat of the United States multinational force from 
Lebanon in the early 1980s following catastrophic attacks on its diplomatic and military 
installations. This demonstrated that a highly motivated, asymmetric adversary could 
successfully expel a conventionally superior superpower by inflicting culturally and politically 
unacceptable localized casualties. In the current context, the Axis of Resistance has studied 
these historical precedents and perfected the asymmetric methodologies required to replicate 
them on a much larger regional scale. 

When this forced contraction occurs, it will inevitably create a temporary disruption in the 
regional balance of power. However, Ritter’s analysis challenges the traditional Western fear 
that an American departure will result in an apocalyptic, permanent power vacuum. Geopolitics 
abhors a vacuum. The space vacated by the retreating American hegemon will be rapidly filled, 
not by descending chaos, but by the natural reassertion of local equilibrium. Regional 
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heavyweights like Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey will be forced to organically negotiate their own 
security architectures without the distorting interference of a geographically distant 
superpower. Simultaneously, multipolar actors such as China and Russia will seamlessly step in 
to provide the economic integration and diplomatic mediation that Washington can no longer 
sustain. The historical precedent dictates that while the process of imperial eviction is 
inherently destabilizing in the short term, it ultimately clears the path for a more authentic, 
localized balance of power that reflects the true distribution of capabilities in the post-unipolar 
world. 

 

12. Conclusion: A New Paradigm for Middle Eastern Power Dynamics 

The geopolitical framework that has governed the Middle East since the collapse of the Soviet 
Union is fundamentally unraveling. For decades, the foundational bedrock of regional stability—
or at least, Western-managed predictability—was the absolute certainty of United States 
military supremacy and the unassailable nature of Israeli strategic deterrence. Through the 
analytical lens of Scott Ritter, this paper has systematically deconstructed the persistent illusions 
that continue to cloud Western policy planning. The reality on the ground, stripped of 
diplomatic rhetoric and historical nostalgia, reveals a deeply exhausted superpower structurally 
incapable of sustaining its hegemonic posture. The era of uncontested American power 
projection, characterized by sprawling, invulnerable military bases and the ability to dictate 
grand diplomatic architectures, has been definitively eclipsed by the kinetic realities of 
multipolar asymmetric warfare. This conclusion synthesizes Ritter’s core predictions regarding 
the immediate future of the region and extrapolates the profound, long-term implications this 
localized collapse of hegemony holds for the broader global geopolitical order. 

12.1 Synthesizing Ritter’s Predictions 

Drawing upon his uncompromising assessment of material military capabilities and logistical 
endurance, Ritter’s predictions for the Middle East chart a trajectory of inevitable, systemic 
recalibration. His foremost conclusion is that the United States military presence in the Persian 
Gulf and the Levant is operating on borrowed time. The vulnerability of static American 
infrastructure to precision-guided conventional saturation strikes, coupled with the profound 
logistical limitations of the United States defense industrial base, guarantees that Washington 
can no longer win a high-intensity conventional conflict in the region. Consequently, Ritter 
predicts that the American withdrawal will not be a graceful, cooperative transition managed 
through diplomatic treaties, but rather a chaotic, forced eviction driven by unsustainable 
asymmetric attrition and the absolute reluctance of host nations to serve as collateral damage 
in a broader conflict. 
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Concurrently, Ritter forecasts a permanent structural crisis for the state of Israel. The traditional 
Israeli security doctrine, reliant on overwhelming preemptive strikes and disproportionate 
retaliation, is fundamentally broken. The technological equalization achieved by the Axis of 
Resistance through vast arsenals of precision loitering munitions and tactical ballistic missiles 
has established a new, inescapable baseline of mutually assured conventional destruction. 
Because Israel cannot sustain the sheer volume of interceptors required to protect its critical 
infrastructure from multi-front saturation attacks, and because it lacks the long-range strategic 
depth to unilaterally dismantle Iranian capabilities, Ritter concludes that Israel is trapped. It will 
become increasingly dependent on an overextended United States military that is itself 
searching for an exit, leading to an environment of permanent, high-anxiety containment rather 
than absolute security. 

In the vacuum created by retreating Western influence, Ritter predicts the definitive ascendance 
of a localized, multipolar security architecture dominated by Iran and its allied networks. By 
successfully exporting its doctrine of decentralized, asymmetric warfare and integrating various 
regional militias into a unified strategic front, Tehran has achieved a localized hegemony rooted 
in ground-level kinetic reality rather than abstract nuclear threats. Furthermore, the pragmatic 
pivot of Gulf Arab states like Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates toward regional 
diplomacy and economic integration with non-Western powers will accelerate. Recognizing that 
their survival depends on navigating this new multipolar reality, these nations will continue to 
dilute American influence, finalizing the transition of the Middle East from a managed American 
theater to an autonomous, organically balanced region. 

12.2 Long-Term Implications for Global Geopolitics 

The collapse of United States hegemony in the Middle East is not an isolated, regional 
phenomenon; it serves as the ultimate catalyst for the broader unraveling of the unipolar global 
order. The long-term implications of Ritter’s analysis extend far beyond the borders of the 
Persian Gulf, signaling a profound shift in how global power will be distributed and exercised in 
the twenty-first century. First and foremost, the visible strategic exhaustion of the American 
military apparatus in the Middle East shatters the psychological aura of Western invincibility. 
Nations operating in other contested theaters, most notably the Indo-Pacific and Eastern 
Europe, are closely observing the limitations of American logistical endurance and the 
vulnerability of its forward-deployed naval and air assets. The successful neutralization of 
American leverage by heavily armed regional coalitions provides a viable, replicable blueprint 
for asymmetric resistance against Western power projection globally. 

Furthermore, the diplomatic and economic realignment of the Middle East fundamentally 
accelerates the transition toward a multipolar financial architecture. For decades, American 
dominance in the region was intrinsically linked to the petrodollar system, ensuring that global 
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energy markets were tethered to the United States economy. As Gulf Arab states pivot toward 
diplomatic frameworks brokered by China and integrate into economic blocs like BRICS, the 
foundational pillars of dollar hegemony are severely weakened. The normalization of cross-
border trade utilizing alternative currencies and independent financial messaging systems will 
increasingly insulate these emerging power centers from the traditional American 
weaponization of economic sanctions. The Middle East, once the exclusive domain of 
Washington, is rapidly transforming into the primary nexus of multipolar economic integration. 

Ultimately, Scott Ritter’s analysis serves as a stark, empirical warning against the dangers of 
imperial overextension and the fatal flaw of substituting diplomatic delusion for military reality. 
The refusal of Western policymakers to acknowledge the kinetic equilibrium that now defines 
the Middle East ensures that the final stages of American regional influence will be 
characterized by reactionary crises and forced retreats rather than strategic adaptation. The 
long-term implication for global geopolitics is the permanent institutionalization of 
multipolarity. The international system is returning to a historical norm where power is 
distributed among highly capable, regional civilizational states that refuse to accept external 
dictation. The new paradigm emerging from the sands of the Middle East dictates that the era 
of uncontested global hegemony is definitively over, replaced by a complex, unforgiving 
environment where sovereign deterrence and localized kinetic reality will govern the future of 
international relations. 
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