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Executive Summary

On June 26, 2026, Israel and Lebanon signed a US-brokered "Trilateral Framework" agreement at the State
Department in Washington, ending months of intensified conflict that began March 2 and killed, as of the most recent
Lebanese Ministry of Health count (July 4, 2026), 4,301 people in Lebanon, with 12,199 wounded. It is the first
bilateral accord between the two states since the short-lived May 17, 1983 Agreement (signed in Kiryat Shmona and
Khalde, formally an Agreement on Withdrawal of Foreign Forces from Lebanon; abrogated by Lebanon in March 1984
and never fully implemented).

The deal is built on a single sequencing principle: the Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) must achieve verified
disarmament and dismantlement of Hezbollah and other non-state armed groups in agreed "pilot zones" before the
Israel Defense Forces (IDF) redeploys out of those zones. There is no fixed timeline. Withdrawal is conditions-based,
not calendar-based.

A previously undisclosed Security Annex, leaked by Asharq Bloomberg and Israeli Channel 12, and confirmed
authentic by Israeli officials, sets out the operational mechanics, including a clause granting the IDF continued
freedom of action against perceived threats inside a so-called "Yellow Line" security zone in south Lebanon,
regardless of any redeployment underway.

This revision folds in material the client supplied directly: President Joseph Aoun's defence of the deal to the Beirut
Bar Association, two critical Lebanese commentaries (Randala Baydoun and the Megaphone platform), a legal analysis
of Article 13's waiver-of-prosecution clause, and extensive additional Arabic and Hebrew-language press and
independent commentary. Two findings stand out that were not in the first draft: first, senior Lebanese legal and
political figures, including PM Nawaf Salam himself, argue the framework is not yet a binding legal instrument, only a
political statement pending Council of Ministers and possibly parliamentary approval; second, Israeli commentary
(Haaretz, Maariv) is nearly as sceptical of the deal's implementability as its Lebanese critics, for the mirror-image
reason that Israel sees the conditions imposed on Lebanon as effectively unmeetable.

Background and Context




» Fighting escalated sharply after March 2, 2026, when Hezbollah resumed strikes on Israel in the wake of the joint
US-Israeli killing of Iranian Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei, weeks after the broader US-Israel war with Iran began.

» Israel has occupied roughly one-fifth of Lebanese territory during the conflict and reports killing more than 2,500
Hezbollah operatives, including much of the elite Radwan Force.

e More than 1.2 million Lebanese civilians were displaced during the fighting. The Lebanese Ministry of Health's
most recent count (July 4, 2026) puts the toll at 4,301 killed and 12,199 wounded since March 2; President Aoun
has said 97 percent of the dead are Shia.

* The framework follows five rounds of direct US-mediated negotiations that began in April 2026, and arrives
roughly a week after a separate Iran-US memorandum of understanding (the "Islamabad MOU," signed by
President Trump and Iranian President Pezeshkian), a document which, according to Al Jazeera and Iranian state
media, mandated unconditional cessation of hostilities on all fronts, including Lebanon, and a 60-day full Israeli
withdrawal. Hezbollah and Iran argue the Lebanon framework directly contradicts and undercuts that
agreement.

It builds on, but goes further than, UN Security Council Resolution 1701 (S/RES/1701, adopted 11 August 2006)
and the November 2024 ceasefire (the Israel-Lebanon Ceasefire Understanding, brokered by the US and France,
effective 27 November 2024), both of which called for a Hezbollah-free zone south of the Litani River without
achieving lasting enforcement.

Source: Al Jazeera; The Times of Israel; Washington Institute; Arab Center Washington DC; Democracy Now (Daniel Levy interview)

The Trilateral Framework: What It Actually Says

Released publicly by the US State Department, the framework runs to 14 numbered points. Below is a point-by-point
plain-English breakdown.

Israel and Lebanon affirm each other's right to exist in peace as sovereign neighbours and declare an intent to
conclusively end their conflict, through direct bilateral negotiation with US mediation.

Both governments commit to a reciprocal, sequenced, conditions-based process: the LAF restores sovereign authority
as non-state armed groups are verifiably disarmed, which in turn enables the IDF to progressively redeploy. Two initial
pilot zones were designated in the South Litani Sector, reported in Lebanese and Israeli press as Western
Zawtar/Ghandouriyeh and areas near Zawtar/Freidun. Notably, several Lebanese commentators (Megaphone) point
out that Lebanese officials did not announce the precise coordinates; they were instead first revealed via a map
published by Netanyahu's office.

Lebanon reaffirms an "irreversible" commitment to restoring full sovereignty and a state monopoly on the use of
force, explicitly ruling out any military or security role for non-state actors. Israel states its operations have been
solely a response to Hezbollah's threat and declares it "has no territorial ambitions in Lebanon." The Lebanese
government explicitly rejects any claim by a state or non-state actor to use force on Lebanon's behalf without its
authorisation.

Both states retain the right to self-defence, consistent with Article 51 of the UN Charter (which preserves the
"inherent right of individual or collective self-defence" for UN member states), with no third party permitted to
exercise that right on their behalf. A trilateral Military Coordination Group for Lebanon (MCG4L), US-led, oversees



implementation. Lebanon commits to a "rigorous, performance-based program" to build LAF capacity, with new US
assistance conditioned on verified milestones.

The US pledges to rally international, particularly Arab, partners for reconstruction (an immediate $100 million
pledge). Lebanon and the US commit to blocking funds reaching any entity affiliated with non-state armed groups, a
clause several Lebanese commentators (Megaphone) read as opening the door to characterising ordinary Shia
community institutions as "connected entities," and which the Washington Institute separately flags as ambiguous.

The parties agree to establish working groups toward a full peace and security treaty, and, under the contested
Article 13, to "take good faith measures... including the cessation of all hostile or adverse actions in international
political or legal fora," alongside work on the return of remains and detainees. This clause is the single most disputed
provision in Lebanese public debate and is addressed at length below.

Source: U.S. Department of State, June 26, 2026; Megaphone; CNN Arabic full-text republication

The Security Annex: The Operational Core

Not released with the main text; leaked by Asharq Bloomberg and separately reported by Israeli Channel 12, with
authenticity confirmed to the Times of Israel by two officials and echoed by Euronews Arabic and Masrawy.

» Clearance, legal measures against non-state armed personnel and destruction/disabling of associated
infrastructure.

» Verification, confirmation of clearance by a mutually agreed third-party entity.
* LAF control, LAF assumes sole operational control to prevent resurgence of non-state armed activity.

* Reconstruction, Lebanese state leads rebuilding, backed by coordinated international assistance.

According to Israeli Channel 12 and Euronews Arabic, Clause 4 of the annex explicitly preserves the IDF's right to act
against "immediate or emerging threats" inside the security zone, described in some Israeli reporting as the "Yellow
Line", regardless of the pilot-zone process underway elsewhere. Israel considers this clause non-negotiable, driven by
concern that a broader US-Iran understanding could otherwise be used to force a complete and unconditional
withdrawal.

Both Israeli and Arabic press confirm the annex explicitly states no withdrawal will proceed on a pre-set timetable;
redeployment is pegged solely to an Israeli field assessment of conditions.

The Military Coordination Group for Lebanon operates continuously, manages deconfliction and verification, and
reports to each side's political leadership. Disputes go to trilateral discussion, with US facilitation.

Both "disarmament" and "dismantlement" remain without precise operational definitions beyond the clearance
clause, and the annex does not specify whether disarmament is to be pursued consensually, coercively, or by some mix
of both.



Source: Times of Israel; Euronews Arabic (citing Times of Israel, June 29); Masrawy (citing Israeli Channel 12)



Is the Agreement Actually Legally Binding? A Live Constitutional
Dispute

This is one of the most consequential and least internationally reported angles of the story: senior Lebanese legal and
political figures dispute whether the framework has any binding legal force at all.

PM Salam has stated publicly that the term "framework agreement" is itself a source of interpretive confusion, that
what was concluded is not a binding treaty but a general political framework, carrying political commitments rather
than legal consequences.

The term 'framework agreement' creates confusion in interpretation. What was reached is not a binding
agreement, but rather a general political framework that entails no legal consequences, only political
commitments between the concerned parties. , PM Nawaf Salam

Wissam Lahham, a Lebanese constitutional law academic, told Al-Araby Al-Jadeed the agreement is not yet final and
not yet binding on Lebanon: two provisions of the Lebanese Constitution are relevant: Article 52 states the President
negotiates international treaties in coordination with the Prime Minister, and that these treaties are not considered
ratified except after agreement of the Council of Ministers; Article 65 separately classifies international accords and
treaties as one of the basic issues requiring approval by a two-thirds majority of the full Council of Ministers, rather
than a simple majority of those present. Lahham notes the Council has so far only "taken note" of the negotiating
mandate given to the Washington delegation, not ratified any resulting text.

Lebanon Debate reports a competing legal view (Dr. Yamine) that the agreement's substantive content, bearing on
sovereignty and security arrangements, goes beyond a purely technical framework and should therefore require
parliamentary approval as a constitutional safeguard against future legal challenge, regardless of what the document
is titled. The same analysis notes that even if the opposition sought a parliamentary vote, achieving quorum is
currently in genuine doubt after the chamber lost 11 members since its election, meaning the agreement may
functionally proceed without ever being tested in Parliament.

Al Jazeera's Arabic service concludes it remains unclear whether the government is even constitutionally required to
refer the agreement to Parliament, and separately notes that regardless of its legal status, implementation appears
impossible without genuine domestic political consensus, which does not currently exist.

Amal Saad, a lecturer in international relations and politics at Cardiff University who focuses on Hezbollah and the
Axis of Resistance, goes further than Lahham's ambiguity argument in an interview with Drop Site News (Jeremy
Scabhill, July 2026). Her claim is not that the legal status is merely unclear, but that calling the document a
"framework" rather than a "treaty" is a deliberate device to avoid the two-thirds Council of Ministers vote and full
parliamentary approval a treaty would require. This is a stronger, intent-based version of the same underlying
constitutional point Lahham and Lebanon Debate raise, and should be read as her interpretation rather than a
demonstrated fact about the government's motives.



By calling it a framework, the idea is that they can overstep that requirement, which | don't think they're going to
succeed in doing. , Amal Saad, Drop Site News

Source: Al-Araby Al-Jadeed; Lebanon Debate; Al Jazeera Arabic ("Mughamarat ittifaq al-itar"); Dostor.org; Amal Saad interview, Drop Site News,
July 2026



Article 13: Has Lebanon Waived Its Right to Prosecute Israel?

This single clause has generated the most sustained legal controversy inside Lebanon. Three distinct positions are
worth setting out in full, since they directly contradict each other.

Speaking directly to lawyers at the Beirut Bar Association, President Aoun insisted the clause has been
misrepresented and is reciprocal, not one-sided.

As for Article 13, which some claim prohibits legal action against Israel, read it carefully... The article states that
both Israel and Lebanon must suspend any legal proceedings in international forums for the duration of the
negotiations. It applies equally to both sides. Just as we have the right to sue Israel, Israel also has the right to
bring legal action. If you, as the Bar Association, decide to file a lawsuit against Israel, | cannot stop you. That is
your legitimate and legally protected right. So how can anyone claim that we have surrendered our rights?,
President Joseph Aoun

Lawyer and researcher Gheida Frangieh (Legal Agenda / "al-Mufakkira al-Qanuniya") told Al-Araby Al-Jadeed that
Article 13 is genuinely dangerous, because if interpreted as a waiver it would represent a form of normalisation with
Israeli crimes, surrendering not only Lebanon's own pursuit of accountability but also its role supporting victims'
access to justice, including at bodies such as the International Criminal Court and UN mechanisms. She stresses the
clause's wording is broad enough to reach political as well as legal fora. Worth noting for accuracy: Lebanon is not a
State Party to the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (1998), so the ICC does not automatically have
jurisdiction over this situation absent a UN Security Council referral under Chapter VIl of the UN Charter; Frangieh's
reference to the ICC is best read as describing the kind of accountability mechanism being foreclosed in principle, not
a currently available avenue as matters stand.

A separate uploaded legal commentary supplied by the client makes the international-law counter-argument directly:
that Lebanon cannot contract away peremptory norms of international law (jus cogens) such as war crimes and
crimes against humanity, that no state can absolve itself or another of such responsibility, and that both individual
victims (through universal jurisdiction, citing France's prosecution of Syrian officials as precedent) and states (citing
South Africa's ICJ case against Israel over Gaza) retain independent rights to pursue accountability that a bilateral
political framework cannot extinguish.

Four distinct instruments underpin this counter-argument, worth citing precisely rather than treating "international
law" as a single undifferentiated source:

« Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (1969), Article 53: a treaty is void if it conflicts with a peremptory norm
(jus cogens) — one "accepted and recognized by the international community of States as a whole as a norm
from which no derogation is permitted." Article 64 extends this to treaties that conflict with a peremptory norm
emerging later. This is the direct source for "a state cannot sign away a peremptory norm."

* International Law Commission, Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts (2001):
Article 26 bars a state from relying on ordinary legal defences to excuse a breach of a peremptory norm; Articles
40-41 state that a "serious breach" of a peremptory norm creates obligations running to all states, not just the
two parties involved — to cooperate to end the breach and not recognise the resulting situation as lawful. This is
the technical basis for treating the obligation as owed to the international community as a whole (an "erga
omnes" obligation, per the ICJ's 1970 Barcelona Traction judgment), rather than something two governments can
privately settle between themselves.



» Geneva Conventions of 1949 (grave breaches regime: Article 49 of Convention |, Article 50 of Convention Il,
Article 129 of Convention Ill, Article 146 of Convention IV): these obligate states party to search for and
prosecute, or extradite, anyone who commits grave breaches, regardless of nationality. This, combined with
France's own domestic universal-jurisdiction statute, is the specific basis for the France/Syria prosecution
precedent cited above — not a jus cogens argument as such.

« Genocide Convention (1948), Article IX: allows any state party to bring a dispute against another state party over
alleged violations of that specific Convention. This is the precise basis for the South Africa v. Israel case at the ICJ
— a treaty-specific compromissory clause, not a general standing rule for jus cogens claims.
None of these instruments are specific to Lebanon or Israel; they are general international law binding on all parties to
the relevant treaties (or, for jus cogens, on all states regardless of treaty membership). The dossier's earlier framing
("jus cogens") remains accurate as shorthand, but these are the precise citations to check against if this claim is
challenged on air or in print.

Separately from what the clause means, Wissam Lahham argues a clause of this legal weight would in any case
require Lebanese parliamentary approval before it could bind Lebanon at all, reinforcing that, whatever Article 13
says on paper, it may not yet have any binding effect.

These three positions are not fully reconcilable through reading the text alone. Aoun's reciprocity argument is
technically accurate as far as the clause's plain wording goes, it does bind both sides symmetrically. The critics'
concern is less about symmetry than about practical asymmetry: Lebanon, as the weaker and more war-damaged
party, has far more at stake in preserving access to international accountability mechanisms than Israel does, making
a formally 'equal’ pause functionally one-sided in effect. Both readings can be true simultaneously, which is itself the
story.

Source: Aoun Bar Association address (client-supplied); Al-Araby Al-Jadeed; client-supplied legal commentary

Since this section was first drafted, the accountability question moved from theory to practice. The International
Coalition to End Impunity, a group of international lawyers, academics, and activists supporting Lebanese victims,
launched a 100-day campaign to collect 100 legal complaints against Israel's conduct in south Lebanon. Because
Article 13 constrains action inside Lebanon itself, the strategy is to file in foreign jurisdictions instead, particularly
through dual nationals who can bring cases in the courts of their other nationality.

An individual's right to seek justice is a fundamental right. The Lebanese government does not have the authority
to prevent individuals from bringing cases before international courts or from exercising victims' rights. , Pedro
Andujar, lawyer, International Coalition to End Impunity
Among the coalition of legal experts involved is Melhem Khalaf, a sitting Lebanese MP and former president of the
Beirut Bar Association (2019 to 2021), who has separately criticised the framework directly.

Foggy and unclear, and lacking in consequences. What happens if one of the parties does not abide by its
commitments? If these commitments are to have any meaning, they must be clear, structured, and have an
implementation dimension. This framework does not contain that. There is a deliberate ambiguity. , Melhem
Khalaf, Lebanese MP
The institutional human rights community has also weighed in directly, addressing the earlier gap in this dossier
where such organisations were referenced without being named. Human Rights Watch, together with Legal Agenda
and five other human rights and press freedom organisations, issued a joint statement titled "Framework Agreement
Betrays Victims of War Crimes in Lebanon" (July 3, 2026). Amnesty International published a similarly critical



assessment days later. Both name Article 13 specifically as the mechanism through which accountability is being
constrained.

Source: The National (July 2, 2026, 100-lawsuits campaign; July 4, 2026, Khalaf quote); Human Rights Watch, July 3, 2026; Legal Agenda; Amnesty
International



The Domestic Lebanese Debate: Voices from the Ground

Beyond the institutional positions already logged, several individual Lebanese voices supplied directly by the client
add texture that international coverage largely misses.

Randala Baydoun, conditional support, structural critique

Writing after the signing, commentator Randala Baydoun stakes out a position that is neither Hezbollah's rejectionism
nor the government's full endorsement: she supports negotiating with Israel in principle, given the scale of damage to
the South, but argues the agreement itself is poorly constructed on four counts, it contains no comprehensive
ceasefire (Israel's "crimes" continue outside the pilot zone); Israeli withdrawal is tied to steps Lebanon is unlikely to
be able to fulfil, creating a pretext for open-ended occupation; Lebanon has converted binding legal rights
(sovereignty, prosecution, unconditional return and reconstruction) into conditional rewards contingent on Israeli
satisfaction; and the state has neither consulted southern residents nor built the trust needed to implement
disarmament without risking confrontation between the army and its own population.

Our rights have turned from binding legal rights into conditional rewards given to us by Israel if it is satisfied with
us. Israel’s obligations are no longer binding legal duties; they have turned into 'agreement obligations.', Randala
Baydoun

Megaphone, the sharpest published critique

The independent platform Megaphone offers the most detailed clause-by-clause takedown available in Arabic-
language commentary. Its central observations: the 1,330-word agreement contains no mention of the word
"withdrawal", only "redeployment"; the pilot-zone mechanism could in principle be extended village by village
indefinitely, allowing Israel to legitimise its presence "at its own pace"; Lebanese officials learned the precise pilot-
zone locations from a map published by Netanyahu's office rather than from their own government; the
international/Arab-partner support clause could be read as opening the door to foreign military involvement in
disarming Hezbollah; and the deal's ultimate function, in Megaphone's reading, is to hand each of three parties a
face-saving "off-ramp", Washington repositions on Iran, Israel legitimises its security-zone occupation, and the
Lebanese state claims a sovereignty win, without requiring any of the three to make good on the underlying,
structurally contradictory demand (Israel won't withdraw before disarmament; Hezbollah won't disarm before
withdrawal).

It is also an agreement not designed to be implemented, especially since it could never pass through the Lebanese
parliament. , Megaphone

President Aoun's own rebuttal to critics

Aoun's Bar Association remarks directly anticipate and respond to arguments like Baydoun's and Megaphone's,
arguing Lebanon negotiated on its own behalf rather than letting others negotiate for it, that the alternative
(continued war) had already been tried and failed, and that no one offering criticism has proposed a workable
alternative despite a year of being asked.

We weighed the option of war against the option of negotiations and chose negotiations because we had already
tried war, and it had achieved nothing... If you do not want it, then give us an alternative. We have been asking
for one for an entire year, and none has been offered. , President Joseph Aoun

Give us the opportunity to try it. If it fails, it will collapse on its own, or Israel will bring it down. But let us at least
show the world that we are a country capable of making our own decisions and acting constructively. , President
Joseph Aoun

Independent critical voices: Daniel Levy and Omar Nashabe



Former Israeli peace negotiator Daniel Levy (under PMs Rabin and Barak), speaking to Democracy Now!, argues
Israel's disarmament demand is not a good-faith proposal but a deliberate set-up: something that sounds reasonable
on paper but is intended to embarrass and humiliate a Lebanese government Levy says lacks the actual capacity to
disarm Hezbollah. He places the episode within what he calls Israel's wider post-Gaza pursuit of regional dominance
rather than defensive security.

What [Israel] is doing here is trying to put something that sounds reasonable on the table, but with the intention
of embarrassing and humiliating the Lebanese government. , Daniel Levy, U.S./Middle East Project
Criminal-justice and human rights specialist Omar Nashabe, in a separate interview, argues President Aoun is
functioning primarily as an instrument of US interests rather than an independent Lebanese sovereign actor in these
negotiations, a sharper domestic-sovereignty critique than Baydoun's or Megaphone's, aimed less at the text of the
deal than at who Aoun is ultimately answerable to.

Karim Emile Bitar, professor of international relations at Saint Joseph University of Beirut, frames the structural
problem in similar terms to Al Jazeera: because the US is both the mediator and Israel's principal military and
diplomatic backer, it is unlikely to act as a neutral referee when disputes over interpretation arise, creating what he
calls a fundamentally asymmetric negotiating environment in which Lebanon has little real leverage.

Source: Randala Baydoun (client-supplied); Megaphone (client-supplied); President Aoun Bar Association address (client-supplied); Democracy
Now!, April 15 2026; Omar Nashabe interview, YouTube; Al Jazeera (Karim Emile Bitar)

Journalist Diana Moukalled, writing for the independent pan-Arab outlet Daraj Media, raises a distinct question that
the other domestic critics don't foreground: the near-total absence of direct, sustained public explanation from
Lebanon's own leadership. Her argument is that public understanding has been shaped largely by a flood of Israeli
statements (chiefly Netanyahu repeatedly calling the deal an achievement) while Aoun and Salam offered only brief
remarks and Berri's warnings against sedition. She accepts the necessity framing — that official Lebanon was led into
these talks after two devastating wars and a severe power imbalance — but insists "explaining the necessity doesn't
mean justifying everything." Her sharpest distinction: removing Iran's card from Lebanon's own decision-making is
one thing and defensible; letting Israel alone dictate the terms of that removal, including vague language touching
occupied southern areas and restrictions on Lebanon's legal and political recourse, is another. She also flags
Washington's own contradictory messaging — telling Iran "we need you" on the Islamabad track while telling Iran
"you don't decide Lebanon's future" on the Washington track — and reads Trump's congratulatory call to Aoun as a
deliberate signal that the Lebanese state, not Iran or Hezbollah, is recognised as Washington's partner. Her closing
question to Lebanon's authorities: is this the beginning of restoring the state and sovereignty, or a long management
of occupation and conflict conducted in the name of peace?

Source: Diana Moukalled, Daraj Media (client-supplied)



Editor's Note: Reading Article 13 Through Nawaf Salam's Record

Nawaf Salam served as a judge, and later vice-president, of the International Court of Justice before becoming
Lebanon's Prime Minister. It strains credulity that a jurist of that calibre, with that depth of grounding in the law of
state responsibility and peremptory norms, would not have understood exactly what Article 13 could and could not
achieve in strict legal terms. My own reading, and it is a reading rather than a documented fact, is that Salam likely
knew all along that a bilateral political text cannot extinguish Lebanon's underlying rights under international law, jus
cogens obligations do not evaporate because two governments agree to pause political and legal action against each
other. If that is right, then allowing Article 13's language into the framework may have been less a substantive
concession than a calculated diplomatic gesture: giving the Americans and Israelis something that reads, on its face,
like compromise, while never actually signing away what cannot lawfully be signed away in the first place. That would
make Article 13 a piece of theatre for an American and Israeli audience as much as a legal clause for a Lebanese one. |
want to be careful here: this is my inference about a sophisticated lawyer's likely thinking, not something Salam has
said outright, and it should be weighed against the plain fact that his own public statements (set out earlier in this
dossier) argue the clause is reciprocal and narrower than critics claim, which is a different and more modest defence
than the one I'm describing.



The Human and Environmental Cost: Verified Figures

Separately from the political and legal debate, the scale of physical destruction in south Lebanon is worth setting out

in its own right, since it is the backdrop against which all of the positions above are being argued. The figures below

are drawn from Lebanese government agencies and international bodies, not advocacy estimates.

More than 29,000 beehives destroyed and roughly 2,030 tonnes of fish lost, according to Lebanon's Ministry of
Agriculture (reported by Dostor.org, May 8, 2026).

1,848,856 head of poultry, sheep, goats, and cattle killed, per the same Ministry of Agriculture report.

814 hectares of olive groves burned, with losses estimated at $12 million; separately, 340,000 chickens and 970
cattle killed, and 91 agricultural tents damaged, in figures reported by An-Nahar covering the wider south.

The World Bank separately estimated 12% of olive orchards destroyed in shelled areas of the south and east,
with disrupted harvests costing an estimated $58 million.

Earlier reporting (Euronews Arabic, April 2026) recorded a 49% decline in beehive numbers and a 39% decline in
fish production over the course of the conflict, alongside widespread livestock deaths; roughly 40,000 mature
olive trees were separately reported burned by white phosphorus munitions in 2023, per Lebanon's then-
Agriculture Minister Abbas Al Hajj Hassan.

A quarter of Lebanon's total agricultural land was reported disabled by the conflict, per An-Nahar's south
Lebanon coverage.

Claims of soil and groundwater contamination from munitions residue (sometimes described in Lebanese

environmental commentary as "poisoning" of farmland) appear in advocacy and opinion pieces rather than in a peer-

reviewed or government dataset located for this dossier; they should be cited as analysis and concern, not as a

confirmed, quantified fact, unless a specific testing study can be identified.

Source: Dostor.org (Lebanese Ministry of Agriculture data, May 8, 2026); An-Nahar, south Lebanon coverage; World Bank olive harvest report;
Euronews Arabic, April 15, 2026



Sentiment on the Ground: A Divided Country

The following section reflects Daizy Gedeon's own on-the-ground observation and editorial judgement, based on her
ongoing contact with communities in Lebanon, rather than a cited survey or poll. Independent research for this dossier
found solid evidence of widespread, cross-sectarian anger at the outcome of the deal (see below), but did not turn up
a published poll or study confirming the specific scale or sectarian breakdown described here; the observation is
included because it is offered as first-hand editorial judgement, and is clearly marked as such rather than presented as

reported fact.

The swing toward the Resistance

In my own assessment, the sheer scale of what Israel has done to the south, flattened homes and villages, olive groves
burned, livestock destroyed, farmland poisoned, tens of thousands of beehives wiped out, has produced a dramatic
shift in sentiment among ordinary Lebanese, and not only among Shia families directly affected. | believe hundreds of
thousands of Lebanese, both Shia and Christian, have swung back in favour of the Resistance against what they see as
the evil Israel has inflicted on their country. This is not, in my observation, a sectarian split. It runs through Christian
towns as much as Shia ones. Many Lebanese, across the confessional map, now feel there is still a role for Hezbollah to
play, whatever their views on the party's politics otherwise. My sense is the country sits close to an even split on this
question, roughly fifty-fifty, and that split does not track neatly onto religious or sectarian lines the way it has in past
chapters of Lebanon's history.

This should be read against the independent reporting gathered for this dossier, which is more mixed: IMLebanon
reported cross-sectarian anger specifically at the sense that the framework entrenches occupation rather than ending
it, which supports part of this picture. But earlier in the same war, the Washington Institute documented a spike in
Christian anger directed at Hezbollah itself, for starting the war in the first place, alongside real friction between
displaced Shia families and host Christian communities. Both dynamics may be true at once, anger at Hezbollah for the
war's cause, and anger at Israel for its conduct and at the deal for not ending it, and which one dominates may vary by
town, by month, and by how directly a given community has been affected.

The exhausted middle: those who just want it to end

On the other side, again in my own observation, are the many Lebanese who are simply exhausted. People who have
lost everything more than once. Small families, young children, people who love their country and don't want to be
forced to leave it to find stability or opportunity elsewhere. For them, the framework, however flawed, reads as a
small step toward an eventual, lasting peace with all of Lebanon's neighbours, and after everything the country has
endured, that is not a small thing to want. These are, in every sense that matters, the real victims of this conflict, and |
don't think either side of the political argument, the rejectionist camp or the government's defenders, has fully
reckoned with where they fit into a debate being conducted mostly in the language of sovereignty and security.

A further, independent data point worth adding: Cardiff University's Amal Saad, in her Drop Site News interview,
separately estimated (again, her own informal estimate, not a poll) that opposition to the deal runs to roughly half of
Sunnis and about a third of Christians, describing Lebanon as split "maybe equally 50/50" rather than along a clean
sectarian line — a rough, partial echo of the picture described above from an academic source using an entirely
different method (informal community assessment rather than direct personal contact).

Source: Daizy Gedeon, editorial observation; corroborating context from IMLebanon (July 1, 2026), the Washington Institute for Near East Policy
(March 2026, Christian-Hezbollah tension reporting), and Amal Saad, Drop Site News (July 2026)



Is It Already Dead? Developments Since Signing (through July 6,
2026)

A wave of new reporting since the dossier's last revision raises a genuinely open question: is this "historic" agreement

already collapsing under its own contradictions?

Continued Israeli strikes: drone and machine-gun fire hit multiple southern towns (Mansouri, Hadatha, Kounine,
Tayri) in early July; the Israeli military struck 10 additional sites on July 4 alone. Frequency is reportedly lower
than pre-signing levels but clearly ongoing, undercutting any clean "ceasefire" framing.

Defence Minister Israel Katz said, at a memorial for soldiers killed in the 2006 war, that Israeli forces will remain
in south Lebanon "for an indefinite period" and will not withdraw from the security zones; Netanyahu separately
reaffirmed forces stay as long as Hezbollah, Iran-backed, threatens northern Israel.

Parliament Speaker Nabih Berri escalated his language further, telling Al-Akhbar (June 29) the deal is "tens of
times worse" than the May 17, 1983 agreement and insisting "this agreement will not walk and will not be
implemented."

PM Nawaf Salam made the "not legally binding" argument formally to the Council of Ministers, not just in a
media statement, opening a Cabinet session by describing the framework as "a political roadmap for
negotiations, producing political commitments, not legal ones" — directly reinforcing this dossier's earlier legal-
status section.

Former PSP leader Walid Jumblatt is pushing a specific counter-proposal: reviving the 1949 Armistice Agreement
framework instead, with concrete amendments, a judicial pilot model in place of pilot zones, and a firm,
published timeline for Israeli withdrawal.

A striking quote surfaced from Israeli Channel 13, translated: "It seems we're leading Lebanon into civil war.
Maybe that's not so bad for us. Let the Lebanese government fight Hezbollah... this was the goal from the start.
Under the agreement, the army will be responsible for disarmament. Meaning: Lebanese fighting Lebanese while
Israel watches from behind the border. A civil war repackaged as peace." This is a Israeli media source
articulating the same "engineered civil war" thesis found elsewhere in this dossier from the opposite end of the
spectrum (Megaphone, Rania Khalek).

President Trump was separately quoted criticising the proportionality of Israel's response during the conflict: a
Hezbollah rocket landing in the desert "doesn't deserve this Israeli response," and that targeting one individual
doesn't warrant demolishing buildings "like what happened in Beirut" — notable daylight between Trump and
Netanyahu on conduct, even as Trump's administration brokered and endorses the deal itself.

Lebanese academic Fawaz Gerges (LSE) and Beirut-based analyst Michael Young were both separately quoted (Al
Jazeera, July 1) describing the deal as effectively "born dead," with Young adding it "puts all the burden on
Lebanon" and "creates a framework that allows the Israelis to stay in south Lebanon indefinitely." Hezbollah's
deputy political council chief Mahmoud Qmati used the identical phrase ("born dead") in comments to Al Jadeed.

A new Egyptian think tank source, the Egyptian Institute for Strategic Studies, published the agreement's full
Arabic text and framed the entire debate as a choice between "mutual recognition" and "security tutelage."

Regional reaction: France, Egypt, Jordan, and the UAE all issued statements welcoming the agreement, calling for
its full implementation in a way that preserves Lebanese sovereignty.

Updated casualty count: 4,301 killed and 12,199 wounded in Lebanon since March 2, per the Lebanese Ministry
of Health (July 4, 2026).

Amal Saad (Cardiff University) offers the starkest version of the "born dead" thesis, arguing flatly there is "no way
this agreement will be implemented in Lebanon," regardless of whether war with Israel resumes — see the full
deep-dive on her analysis below.



* Western diplomats, speaking to The National on background, went further than most named analysts: several
described the framework as a likely "stillborn" deal, citing broader regional considerations including Iran's own
push to fold Lebanon into its separate negotiations with the US.

» For balance, Israel's own Institute for National Security Studies (INSS) published a notably more optimistic
institutional assessment, "A Positive First Step on a Long Road to Change," framing the signing itself as an
important development regardless of the difficulties ahead.

Breaking, July 8, 2026: Trump declares the separate Iran-US ceasefire "over"

This development arrived as this dossier was being finalised and materially changes the strategic backdrop the whole
framework sits against. At the NATO summit in Ankara, Turkey, President Trump declared the separate US-Iran
ceasefire, the same memorandum this Lebanon framework was widely read as an attempt to work around, to be
over, following fresh US strikes on Iran and Iranian attacks on commercial vessels in the Strait of Hormuz.

I think it's over. | don't want to deal with them anymore... as far as I'm concerned, it's a waste of time dealing
with them. , President Donald Trump, NATO summit, Ankara, July 8, 2026
The significance for this dossier is direct: much of the "wild card" debate over whether Lebanon should have waited on
Iran's leverage rather than signing its own framework (see the dedicated section below) assumed that leverage, and
the ceasefire underpinning it, would remain available. If the collapse holds, that assumption no longer applies,
regardless of which camp was right about the original strategic choice.

Taken together, this is not decisive either way, continued strikes and hardening positions on both sides support the
"born dead" reading, while Jumblatt's active push for amendments and the absence (so far) of a formal parliamentary
vote to kill it suggest the process is stalled rather than definitively over. The Iran ceasefire's collapse adds a further
layer of instability on top of an already unresolved picture.

Source: Al Jazeera Arabic ("Bayna 17 Ayyar wa 26 Yuniyu"), July 1, 2026; IMLebanon, July 1 and July 3, 2026; Lebanese Forces Official Website

press digest, July 4, 2026; Youm?7, July 4, 2026; Cedar News, July 3, 2026; The National, July 2 and July 4, 2026; INSS, July 2026, CNBC, Axios, CNN,
The Hill, NewsNation (Trump/NATO summit remarks, July 8, 2026)



Named Commentator Deep Dives: Rania Khalek, Michael Young,
Paul Salem

Per your request, this section sets out each commentator's position in detail, with direct quotes, the specific articles
or segments referenced, and links so you can cross-check everything against the originals. ("Beirut Calling" was
searched for but could not be located as a distinct platform or person, see the note in the prior message; it is
therefore excluded here rather than guessed at.)

1. Rania Khalek (Breakthrough News)

Rania Khalek is a journalist and host at Breakthrough News, an independent left-wing outlet. Her segment on the
framework agreement was published as a YouTube video and separately transcribed/republished on TheAltWorld, a
news-aggregation site with a pro-lran, pro-Axis-of-Resistance editorial line rather than a neutral aggregator, which
matters for how the piece should be weighed.

* Video: "Lebanon's Gov't Just Declared War On Its Own People", YouTube, published on or around July 1, 2026.
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3vt3BwtA_|4

» Text republication: TheAltWorld, Link: https://thealtworld.com/rania_khalek/lebanons-govt-just-declared-war-
on-its-own-people

» Also mirrored on Substack (TheAltWorld's newsletter arm), Link: https://thealtworld.substack.com/p/lebanons-
govt-just-declared-war-on

Khalek frames the framework agreement as a one-sided capitulation engineered by Washington and Tel Aviv,
executed by a Lebanese leadership she considers illegitimate representatives of the country's interests. Specific
claims made in the segment:

* The disarmament "benchmarks" in the deal are set by the US, reviewed by the US, and ultimately enforced
through US-Israeli pressure rather than genuine Lebanese sovereignty.

* The Lebanese Armed Forces are being repurposed, in her framing, into an instrument that primarily serves Israeli
and US security objectives rather than an independent national institution.

» Displaced civilians from the south are, in her view, being used as leverage/bargaining chips in the negotiating
process rather than treated as a humanitarian priority in their own right.

» Article 13 is read by her, as by several other critics already logged in this dossier, as a waiver of Lebanon's right to
pursue legal accountability against Israel.

The Lebanese people who signed this deal are not sovereign statesmen protecting their country. They are
incompetent collaborators who sold out their population to Washington and Tel Aviv, and they're calling it a win. ,

Rania Khalek, Breakthrough News
The segment also touches, more tangentially, on US domestic politics related to the conflict, specifically Rep. Rashida
Tlaib's War Powers Resolution and Rep. Thomas Massie's push to cut $3.3 billion in US military financing to Israel.
These are US legislative angles adjacent to the Lebanon story rather than direct commentary on the framework's text,
included here for completeness since they appear in the same segment.

Assessment: Khalek's substantive claims overlap heavily with positions already documented in this dossier from Amal
Saad, Omar Nashabe, and the Hezbollah-aligned press (Megaphone, Al-Akhbar), i.e., this is not a new argument so
much as a especially blunt, US-audience-facing restatement of the rejectionist position. Its value for Reel Talk is
primarily as a quotable, English-language articulation of that position rather than as new factual or legal analysis.



2. Michael Young (Malcolm H. Kerr Carnegie Middle East Center, Beirut)

Michael Young is editor of Diwan, the Carnegie Middle East blog, and a senior editor at the Malcolm H. Kerr Carnegie
Middle East Center in Beirut, a mainstream, credentialed regional-affairs outlet (part of the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace), distinct in register from the activist voices above. He did not publish a single piece specifically
dated after the June 26 signing in the material found, but three of his pieces in the run-up to and around the signing
are directly on point and were reviewed in full.

» "Lebanon Should Try to Place Hezbollah on the U.S.-Iran Table", Diwan/Carnegie, published June 18, 2026. Link:
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/diwan/2026/06/lebanon-should-place-hezbollah-on-the-us-iran-
table

» "Realism and the Lebanon-Israel Talks", Diwan/Carnegie, published April 15, 2026. Link:
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/diwan/2026/04/being-realistic-about-lebanon-israel-talks

« "A Mechanism of Coercion", Diwan/Carnegie, published January 23, 2026. Link:
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/diwan/2026/01/a-mechanism-of-coercion

» Author page (all pieces, updated continuously): https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/people/michael-
young

June 18 piece, "Lebanon Should Try to Place Hezbollah on the U.S.-Iran Table"

Published a week before the framework was signed. Young argues Lebanon cannot realistically disarm Hezbollah
without Iranian buy-in, and that the Lebanese government should use the parallel US-Iran negotiating track (rather
than insist Iran has no role) to get Hezbollah's weapons onto that agenda. He references a specific, previously
unreported document, a joint Egyptian-Saudi initiative titled "Framework for a Phased Settlement to Strengthen
Lebanese State Sovereignty and Implement the Taif Agreement", that proposes a phased, negotiated (not forced)
transition for Hezbollah, including eventually integrating some cadres into the Lebanese Army and transforming the
party into a purely political entity. The Taif Agreement itself is formally the Document of National Accord, agreed at
Taif, Saudi Arabia, on 22 October 1989, and ratified by the Lebanese Parliament on 4 November 1989; it is
incorporated into the preamble of the Lebanese Constitution.

Lebanon has said it wants to be at the table, not on the table. It can't be at the table, but it can bring something
to the table. , Michael Young, Diwan/Carnegie, June 18, 2026

April 15 piece, "Realism and the Lebanon-Israel Talks"

Written the day after the two countries' ambassadors first met in Washington. Young's central argument: Lebanon's
push to escape Iranian hegemony could simply deliver it into Israeli hegemony instead, since Israel's demonstrated
regional pattern (Syria, Gaza) is to impose buffer zones and constrain sovereignty rather than negotiate as equals. He
is explicitly skeptical the Lebanese Armed Forces can forcibly disarm Hezbollah without provoking a fight with the
entire Shia community, given displacement and sectarian resentment already straining the country.

Beirut's desire to break free from Iranian hegemony may push it into a situation where it has to accept Israel’s
hegemony. , Michael Young, Diwan/Carnegie, April 15, 2026 (subheadline)

What we're likely to see in the coming months is serious strains inside Lebanon, which will make compromise
nearly impossible... While there are structural reasons to argue against civil war, it is hard to imagine the country
will emerge unscathed from this situation. , Michael Young, Diwan/Carnegie, April 15, 2026

January 23 piece, "A Mechanism of Coercion"

Predates the framework by five months but sets out Young's baseline view of US-Israeli intent, which the later pieces
build on: that Washington and Israel are not seeking genuine peace but a coerced normalization, using tools like a



proposed US-backed border economic zone (originally floated by US envoy Tom Barrack) that could give Israel an
effective veto over Lebanese sovereign territory.

Neither [the United States nor Israel] has any interest in real peace with Lebanon; their ambition is subjugation,

the imposition of a surrender under the guise of peace. , Michael Young, Diwan/Carnegie, January 23, 2026
Assessment: Young's position sits closer to the critical end of the spectrum than Washington Institute or FDD, but from
a mainstream Beirut-based analytical institution rather than an activist or partisan one, useful as a credentialed,
moderate-register voice that nonetheless shares the core skepticism found in Baydoun, Megaphone, and Bitar. His
running argument across all three pieces is consistent: Lebanon lacks the domestic capacity to forcibly disarm
Hezbollah, any externally imposed peace risks entrenching Israeli hegemony rather than ending it, and a negotiated,
Iran-inclusive, regionally-backed settlement is more realistic than the framework's current sequencing.

3. Paul Salem (CSIS; formerly Carnegie Middle East Center founding director and
MEI president)

A note on affiliation, since it affects how to read him: Paul Salem is not currently at Carnegie. He is a senior associate
(non-resident) at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington. He previously served as
president of the Middle East Institute and, earlier still, as the founding director of the Carnegie Middle East Center in
Beirut, which is almost certainly the source of the Carnegie association. His current institutional home for the two
pieces below is CSIS.

« "Lebanon and Israel Talks: Empowering Diplomacy Over Open-Ended Conflict", CSIS Commentary, c. May 20,
2026. Link: https://www.csis.org/analysis/lebanon-and-israel-talks-empowering-diplomacy-over-open-ended-
conflict

e "Lebanon in the Shadow of the U.S.-Iran MOU: Risks and Opportunities", CSIS Commentary, c. late June 2026.
Link: https://www.csis.org/analysis/lebanon-shadow-us-iran-mou-risks-and-opportunities

* CSIS podcast: "What Can Negotiations Between Lebanon and Israel Achieve?" with Will Todman and Mona
Yacoubian, May 26, 2026 (referenced on his CSIS bio page).

» Author/bio page: https://www.csis.org/people/paul-salem

"Empowering Diplomacy Over Open-Ended Conflict"

Salem's most direct pre-signing analysis. His framing is notably more optimistic in structure than Young's, though not
naive about the obstacles: he argues Lebanon, Israel, and the US each have a genuine, converging strategic interest in
a strong, sovereign Lebanese state, and that this alignment is what makes the diplomatic track worth pursuing even
though it may fail. He is critical of Israel's compliance record, specifically noting that after the November 2024
ceasefire (the Israel-Lebanon Ceasefire Understanding, brokered by the US and France, effective 27 November 2024),
Israel "pocketed the steps that the Lebanese state undertook without complying with its side of the agreement”,
failing to withdraw from five positions in south Lebanon as pledged. He also assesses that Iran/the IRGC structurally
prefer an open-ended, unresolved conflict, since it keeps Israel "pinned down" and gives Hezbollah continued
relevance as a resistance force, regardless of the cost to Lebanon's Shia community.

For the IRGC, the current situation is its preferred sweet spot: an open front between Lebanon and Israel, with an
extended Israeli occupation that drains Israeli resources and attention and gives Hezbollah a new lease on life as
the resistance to Israeli occupation. , Paul Salem, CSIS, c. May 2026

Lebanon urgently needs sovereignty and stability. Israel urgently needs a secure northern border. The United
States seeks a diplomatic achievement and a more stable regional order. These interests converge around a single
objective: the reconstruction of a strong Lebanese state. , Paul Salem, CSIS, c. May 2026

"Lebanon in the Shadow of the U.S.-Iran MOU"



Written after the Islamabad/Geneva Iran-US MOU but before the June 26 framework. Salem sets out three strategic
objectives he believes Lebanon should be pursuing through this diplomatic window: an Israeli withdrawal, a
strengthened and empowered Lebanese state, and Hezbollah's military activity brought under the state's exclusive
monopoly on force. He assesses that the war itself pushed Lebanon further away from all three, and frames the
coming months as a rare, possibly unrepeatable opportunity.

Whether the current diplomatic moment ultimately entrenches Lebanon's crises or helps resolve them will depend
on the choices made in the months ahead. Opportunities of this scale are rare. Lebanon and its partners should
not allow this one to pass. , Paul Salem, CSIS, c. late June 2026
Assessment: Salem is the most structurally optimistic of the three named commentators, not uncritical of Israel (he
explicitly flags its 2024 non-compliance record) but framing the current negotiations as a genuine, if fragile, alignment
of interests rather than a coerced surrender. This puts him closer to the Washington Institute's Robert Satloff on the
spectrum already mapped in this dossier than to Young, Baydoun, or Khalek, even though all three men share a
Lebanese/regional-studies pedigree.

How the three compare, at a glance

» Rania Khalek, activist/independent media, most polemical register, closest to Hezbollah-aligned rejectionism,
treats the deal as an engineered surrender.

* Michael Young, mainstream Beirut-based think tank (Carnegie), critical but analytical register, sees Israeli
hegemony as the likely outcome absent a regional/Iran-inclusive alternative.

« Paul Salem, mainstream Washington think tank (CSIS), most structurally optimistic register, frames the
negotiation as a genuine three-way interest alignment despite acknowledging Israel's poor compliance record
and Iran's incentive to prolong conflict.

Together they usefully bracket the plausible range of credentialed opinion on this deal, from rejection as engineered
surrender, through skeptical realism about power asymmetry, to cautious strategic optimism, a spread you can draw
on for a balanced Reel Talk segment beyond the official government/Hezbollah binary.



4. Amal Saad (Cardiff University): The Axis of Resistance
Academic Perspective

Amal Saad is a lecturer in international relations and politics at Cardiff University, currently writing a book on
Hezbollah and the Axis of Resistance. She previously spent six years teaching in a joint Lebanese University-Lebanese
Armed Forces graduate program in strategic studies, which she draws on directly in this analysis. She was interviewed
by Jeremy Scabhill for Drop Site News (the outlet co-founded by Scahill and Ryan Grim) on July 2, 2026, in a segment
titled "Lebanon's Surrender Agreement." This is the most analytically developed rejectionist perspective gathered for
this dossier and is treated at length accordingly; it should be read alongside, not instead of, the Aoun government's
own rebuttals and the more moderate analyst voices already covered.

» Video/transcript: Drop Site News, https://www.dropsitenews.com/p/lebanon-israel-iran-hezbollah-trump-amal-
saad-jeremy-scahill

Her central claim: the deal misreads the actual balance of power

Saad's starting point is empirical rather than moral: she argues Iran and Hezbollah performed far better militarily than
the US and Israel expected, and that the framework simply does not reflect that reality on the ground.

Iran is very clearly now arising, it is by far now the strongest regional power, | would say, and Hezbollah has also
proven that it is much more powerful and definitely not finished, as many had predicted it had been since
November 2024. So this agreement does not reflect the political reality on the ground. , Amal Saad, Drop Site News

"An alliance, not an agreement", and a deliberate split from the Iran-US track

Saad argues the Islamabad/Geneva Iran-US memorandum secured explicit language requiring respect for Lebanese
sovereignty and an end to the war "on all fronts," tying Lebanon's fate to that broader deal. In her account, the US
and Israel then moved to sever Lebanon from that memorandum entirely, constructing this separate framework
instead, specifically to keep Israeli forces in south Lebanon regardless of what the Iran deal implied. She characterises
the resulting document as functioning less like a peace agreement and more like an alliance treaty between Israel and
a narrow faction of the Lebanese state (the Aoun-Salam government), rather than the Lebanese state as a whole,
with the practical effect of centering Hezbollah and Iran, not Israel, as the problem to be solved.

What the Lebanese authorities have actually offered is a civil war. They have basically said: what we will give you
is we can guarantee civil strife. , Amal Saad, Drop Site News

A sovereignty argument: internal versus external sovereignty

Saad draws a political-science distinction between two senses of sovereignty: the Weberian sense (a government's
internal monopoly on the legitimate use of force, which she says is the government's sole focus in targeting
Hezbollah's weapons) and the Westphalian sense (external sovereignty, meaning freedom from foreign occupation
and intervention, which she argues the government has effectively abandoned by accepting indefinite Israeli
presence in the south). Her argument is that the government cannot even fully claim the first kind, since Israel's
continued occupation means the state doesn't have a genuine monopoly on force across all its own territory
regardless of Hezbollah.

The 1983 comparison, sharpened

Saad agrees with Berri's comparison to the May 17, 1983 agreement but sharpens it considerably: she argues
Lebanon arguably had more leverage in 2026, coming off Iran and Hezbollah's battlefield performance against two
nuclear-armed states, than Lebanese negotiators had in 1983 under full Israeli military occupation of Beirut. Her point



is that the 1983 agreement was negotiated from a position of total powerlessness, whereas this one, in her reading,
was not, making the current government's choices a matter of agency rather than pure necessity.

Lebanon probably hasn't had this kind of leverage almost ever since 1983... and yet this agreement whereby
Israel gets to stay indefinitely, ad infinitum, as long as Hezbollah is not disarmed. , Amal Saad, Drop Site News

Saad is candid that this part of her analysis is inference, not established fact. She offers several possible, non-exclusive
explanations: a genuine belief within the government that the United States is strategically "invincible" and that Iran
and Hezbollah have effectively lost, despite evidence she thinks points the other way; a view that the mostly-Shia
population of the south is seen by this government as a political burden rather than a constituency to defend; and, in
her view, an underappreciation of Israel's post-Assad conduct in Syria (where Israel struck Syria's conventional
military infrastructure to prevent any future government from having credible self-defence capacity) as a preview of
what could follow even a full Lebanese concession in the south.

Some of her language here is unusually strong, and is presented as her characterisation rather than this dossier's own
assessment: she describes the government's approach as a form of "self-colonization" and accuses it of being willing
to hand the south over for Israel to, in her words, "genocide and ethnically cleanse.” These are serious, contested
characterisations rather than agreed facts, and should be weighed against Aoun's own repeated public defence (set
out earlier in this dossier) that negotiation was the only alternative to a war that had "achieved nothing."

*  Will not resign from cabinet, learned from 2008, when a Hezbollah cabinet walkout let the government proceed
without Shia ministers and issue decisions targeting Hezbollah unopposed.

* Will not call mass street protests, avoids the optics of what would look like a Shia-versus-everyone-else
confrontation, particularly given roughly 60% of displaced Shia families remain displaced and are especially
vulnerable to any sectarian unrest.

* Willinstead "fight from within the state," rejecting the government's framing that equates itself with the
Lebanese state as a whole.

Without citing a specific poll, Saad estimates opposition to the deal at roughly half of the Sunni community and about
a third of Christians, describing the country as split "maybe equally 50/50" rather than along a clean sectarian line.
This is her own informal estimate, not survey data, but it independently echoes the shape (if not the precise framing)
of the observation Daizy Gedeon offers elsewhere in this dossier from her own contact with communities in Lebanon.
That's a point of partial, informal convergence between an academic source and an editorial one, though both remain
observation rather than confirmed data.

There's no way this agreement will be implemented in Lebanon... but | say that with or without a resumption of
war with Israel. , Amal Saad, Drop Site News
Saad and Scahill both conclude the broader war is likely to resume in some form; this is presented, appropriately, as a
forecast rather than a fact, and directly reinforces the "dead in the water" framing this dossier and episode are built
around, from a source that reaches that conclusion by a completely different analytical route than the Israeli press
scepticism covered elsewhere.

Source: Amal Saad interview with Jeremy Scahill, Drop Site News, July 2, 2026 (full transcript reviewed)



The Wild Card: Should Lebanon Have Signed Anything At All?

One further angle, raised by several analysts including Saad, deserves its own space rather than being folded into her
section alone: the argument that Lebanon's real strategic error wasn't the content of the framework, but the decision
to sign anything with Israel right now, rather than simply waiting to see whether the separate Iran-US memorandum
of understanding held.

Iran's memorandum with the United States reportedly secured explicit language tying any long-term nuclear deal to a
full, unconditional Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon, not just Iran, "on all fronts." On this view, that gave Lebanon a
form of leverage it did not have to negotiate for, pay for, or make a single concession to obtain: Tehran's own nuclear
diplomacy was already doing the work. By moving instead to sign a separate framework directly with Israel and the
US, this argument holds, the Lebanese government may have given up, for free, a source of pressure on Israel that
cost it nothing to hold onto, and that is very difficult to get back once conceded.

The competing view is essentially the Lebanese government's own position, made explicit by President Aoun when he
stated plainly that Iran does not speak for Lebanon. On this view, relying on Tehran to extract a withdrawal on
Lebanon's behalf isn't an exercise of Lebanese sovereignty at all, it's substituting one foreign patron's leverage for
another's. A small state with a long history of having its fate decided by outside powers, on this reading, has a
legitimate interest in negotiating its own terms directly, even imperfect ones, rather than outsourcing its national
future to another country's separate negotiation, however favourable that country's position might be.

On July 8, 2026, President Trump declared the separate US-Iran ceasefire, the memorandum the "wait and see"
camp's entire argument depends on, to be over, following renewed strikes and Iranian attacks on shipping in the
Strait of Hormuz. If that collapse holds, the leverage Camp Two argued Lebanon could have relied on for free may
simply no longer exist, regardless of whether waiting would have been the wiser strategic choice at the time. This
does not resolve which camp had the better argument in principle, a strategy can be sound even if the conditions that
would have vindicated it later evaporate, but it does mean the practical window for testing Camp Two's approach
may have closed independently of anything Lebanon did or didn't do.

Both arguments are serious and not fully reconcilable. The first is fundamentally about strategic outcome, extracting
the best possible result regardless of who applies the pressure. The second is about agency and dignity, the principle
that Lebanon's sovereignty should not be contingent on the diplomatic fortunes of a foreign power, however aligned
that power's interests might currently run. Neither this dossier nor the episode built from it attempts to resolve which
was the better call; it is presented here as a genuine, live strategic disagreement among people who broadly agree the
current framework is troubled.

Source: Amal Saad interview, Drop Site News; President Joseph Aoun public remarks (cited in Saad interview and Al Jazeera reporting); CNBC,
Axios, CNN (Trump/NATO summit remarks, July 8, 2026)



The Israeli Mirror: Self-Criticism in Hebrew Media

International coverage tends to present Israeli opinion as uniformly satisfied. Hebrew-language press tells a more
divided story, worth including for balance.

* Haaretz's Arab-affairs analyst Zvi Barel argues the agreement is "full of" language about peace, sovereignty,
reconstruction and disarmament, but is riddled with unresolved operational "landmines": who decides
disarmament is complete? Who grants the "confirmation"? Does Israel remain in the pilot zones during the
process? What is the actual timetable for withdrawal, expansion, or the start of bilateral talks?

* Maariv reported that senior Israeli political sources believe the agreement's language was deliberately drafted, in
coordination between the Trump administration and Israel, to impose conditions Lebanon will struggle to fulfil,
providing Israel a durable pretext for continued military presence in south Lebanon and, in that outlet's
assessment, opening the door to later European or regional intervention to "reorganise" the country.

» A separate Hebrew media assessment (cited via Masrawy and Dostor) argues the deal lets Netanyahu claim
credit for a diplomatic and security achievement while shifting responsibility for any future failure onto the
military establishment and onto Lebanon's own performance.

* IDF Chief of Staff Eyal Zamir publicly called the agreement "historic and important," crediting Israel's military
achievements with creating the conditions for it, and said the IDF would work to make it succeed while treating
the coming phase as "a practical test for both sides."

* National Security Minister ltamar Ben Guvir rejected the deal outright as a serious error and demanded an urgent
Knesset vote, expressing doubt Lebanon can fulfil its disarmament commitments.

* Democrats party leader Yair Golan argued a "terrorist organisation does not disarm itself just because it's written
on paper," and called instead for concrete, measurable security benchmarks (zero Hezbollah presence south of
the Litani, zero long-range weapons south of the Awali) enforced by a new international force with genuine
teeth, implicitly arguing the framework as written lacks enforcement power.

The through-line across nearly all Israeli commentary, including sympathetic voices, is captured in Haaretz's Amos
Harel: Hezbollah's furious rejection is itself "good news from Israel's point of view" because it confirms Lebanon is
being asked to take on real responsibility, but, he adds, "the test, as always, will be in the implementation of the
agreement'’s provisions."

Source: Al Jazeera Arabic ("al-Ittifaq al-Itari ma'a Lubnan fi al-Mir'ah al-Isra'iliyya”); Maariv (via Qabas, Nesan, Vetogate);, Masrawy; Dostor.org;
Jerusalem Post



Stakeholder Positions at a Glance

Party

Lebanese Government (President
Aoun, PM Salam)

Public Position

Framed as first step to restoring sovereignty;
consistent with the Taif Accord (Document of
National Accord, 22 October 1989) and
UNSCR 1701 (S/RES/1701, 11 August 2006).
Salam has separately clarified it is a political
framework, not yet a binding treaty.

Core Concern

Needs visible Israeli withdrawal
to sustain domestic legitimacy

Government of Israel (Netanyahu,
Katz, Smotrich)

Netanyahu calls it a major achievement; Katz
and Smotrich signal indefinite security-zone
presence regardless of timeline

Will not cede ground without
verified Hezbollah disarmament

Hezbollah (Sec-Gen Naim Qassem)

Rejects the framework as "null and void," a
humiliation and surrender of sovereignty

Refuses to accept disarmament
as a precondition for Israeli
withdrawal

Parliament Speaker Nabih Berri /
Amal Movement

Berri: deal is an "agreement of dictates" that
"will not pass." Amal's political bureau
formally rejected it after reviewing the text.

Protecting Shia political bloc's
leverage; avoiding street
confrontation

Iran

Backs the rival Iran-US (Islamabad)
memorandum of understanding instead; calls
for unconditional, 60-day Israeli withdrawal

Preserving regional proxy
leverage via Hezbollah

United States (Rubio, State Dept)

"Beginning of the beginning"; pledges $100m
humanitarian aid and MCGA4L coordination
role

Needs visible early wins amid a
reported internal Rubio—Vance
policy split on Iran

Israeli opposition (Ben Gvir, Yair
Golan)

Ben Gvir rejects the deal, wants an urgent
Knesset vote; Golan says a paper agreement
can't disarm a militia and demands
enforcement mechanisms

Split within Israeli politics over
whether the deal is too soft or
unenforceable

Additional Voices in Their Own Words

The Washington agreement is ominous and rejected, and its aim is to cover for Israel's continued presence in
Lebanon. , Hezbollah MP Mohammad Raad

Israel: we are there until Hezbollah disarms, and I think also beyond that, because we need defendable borders. ,
Israeli Finance Minister Bezalel Smotrich

We are legitimising a form of ethnic cleansing... the state relinquishes Lebanese sovereignty and mortgages the
fate of people and land to Israeli will. , Researcher Hussein Shaaban, on Article 13's broader implications, Al-Araby Al-
Jadeed

Lebanon won. , Kataeb Party leader Sami Gemayel, welcoming the framework agreement

The 'framework agreement' does not legitimise the occupation. Toppling the government in the street is a red
line. , President Joseph Aoun, later remarks reported by Euronews Arabic




Structured Assessment: Arguments For and Against

Arguments in Favour

First bilateral Israel-Lebanon accord since 1983; the word "irreversible" appears twice, an unusually strong
commitment absent from prior Arab-Israel agreements (Washington Institute).

Explicit renunciation by Israel of territorial ambition in Lebanon (Point 5), addressing a long-standing Lebanese
fear.

Creates a standing bilateral verification and deconfliction mechanism (MCG4L), addressing the enforcement gap
that undermined UNSCR 1701 (S/RES/1701, 2006) and the 2024 ceasefire (the Israel-Lebanon Ceasefire
Understanding, effective 27 November 2024).

Financially targets Hezbollah's funding directly, a lever not present in earlier agreements.

Aoun's central practical argument, that a year of demands for an alternative to negotiation produced no
workable proposal, and that continued war had "achieved nothing", is a genuine constraint critics have not fully
answered.

Reflects a real, independently polled shift in Lebanese public opinion outside the Shia community: a Media
Line/Washington Institute-cited poll found 84% of Druze, 77% of Maronite, 72% of Orthodox Christian and 52%
of Sunni respondents supporting a peace agreement with Israel, and 58% overall supporting Hezbollah's
disarmament (against 92% opposition among Shia respondents).

Arguments Against / Risks

No fixed withdrawal timeline, and the leaked security annex explicitly confirms redeployment is tied to Israeli
field assessment, not a schedule, with a clause (4) preserving Israel's right to operate inside the security zone
regardless of pilot-zone progress.

The agreement's legal status inside Lebanon is genuinely unresolved: PM Salam himself has said it is a political
framework, not a binding treaty, and constitutional lawyers dispute whether Council of Ministers ratification
alone suffices or whether Parliament must also approve it, meaning it may not yet be enforceable Lebanese law
atall.

Article 13 is read in at least two incompatible ways by credible legal voices: Aoun's Bar Association defence
(reciprocal, non-waiving) versus Legal Agenda researcher Gheida Frangieh's reading (a broad pause reaching
political and legal fora that functions asymmetrically against the weaker party).

Hezbollah, Amal, Berri, and the Syrian Social Nationalist Party have all formally rejected the deal, with warnings,
including from Hezbollah MP Hassan Fadlallah, that enforcing it could require civil conflict.

Israeli commentary itself (Haaretz, Maariv) is sceptical the deal is implementable, for the mirror-image reason:
that its conditions on Lebanon may be unmeetable by design, which serves Israel's interest in an open-ended
presence rather than genuine peace.

The pilot-zone locations were reportedly first disclosed via an Israeli map rather than by the Lebanese
government, a symbolically significant sovereignty gap cited by Megaphone.

Structural contradiction with the separate Iran-US Islamabad MOU, which (per Al Jazeera and Iranian state
media) called for unconditional, 60-day full Israeli withdrawal, a document Hezbollah and Iran argue should
govern Lebanon instead.

Karim Emile Bitar's asymmetric-mediator critique: the US, as both broker and Israel's chief backer, is structurally
unlikely to rule against Israel's reading of the text in future disputes.

Precedent: UNSCR 1701 (S/RES/1701, adopted 11 August 2006) and the November 2024 ceasefire (the Israel-
Lebanon Ceasefire Understanding, effective 27 November 2024) made structurally similar promises and both fell
short of full enforcement.






International Commentary Digest by Platform

The Washington Institute for Near East Policy

Calls the agreement "a once-in-a-generation opportunity” but cautions progress needs to be swift and visible given
certain violent opposition from Iran and Hezbollah.

Al Jazeera

Documents that the deal does not compel Israeli withdrawal from the roughly one-fifth of Lebanese territory still
occupied, and that strikes continued on the day of signing.

Arab Center Washington DC

Argues Lebanon has, in effect, "acquiesced to the Israeli occupation, pending complete disarmament of Hezbollah", a
task the author argues the Lebanese state is not currently capable of executing alone.

Foundation for Defense of Democracies (FDD)

Warns the framework may repeat past failures if verification relies on LAF self-reporting, citing the LAF's contested
January 2026 Southern Litani Sector clearance declaration, which Hezbollah refused to confirm.

The Amit Terrorism and Intelligence Research Institute (Israel)

Documents the split within Lebanon: Hezbollah-aligned voices call it a renewed 1983 agreement risking civil war;
Hezbollah's domestic opponents welcome it as a lever to reduce Iranian influence, while doubting Hezbollah will ever
accept it voluntarily.

The Times of Israel, analysis desk

Former Israeli military intelligence officer Danny Citrinowicz argues Hezbollah's dismantlement "would never happen"
and that the deal, in practice, legitimises an open-ended Israeli presence.






Legal Citations Reference

Every specific law, treaty, resolution, or constitutional provision referenced anywhere in this dossier is listed here in

one place, in the order it first appears, for quick cross-checking.

Lebanese Constitution, Article 52 (1926, as amended): the President negotiates international treaties in
coordination with the Prime Minister; such treaties are not considered ratified except after agreement of the
Council of Ministers.

Lebanese Constitution, Article 65 (1926, as amended): classifies international accords and treaties as a "basic
issue" requiring approval by a two-thirds majority of the full Council of Ministers, not a simple majority of those
present.

UN Charter, Article 51 (1945): preserves the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence for UN member
states pending Security Council action.

UN Security Council Resolution 1701, S/RES/1701 (adopted 11 August 2006): called for a Hezbollah-free zone
south of the Litani River and full Lebanese state authority over its own territory.

Israel-Lebanon Ceasefire Understanding (brokered by the US and France, effective 27 November 2024): the most
recent prior ceasefire arrangement, referenced throughout as a precedent for unfulfilled enforcement.

Taif Agreement / Document of National Accord (agreed at Taif, Saudi Arabia, 22 October 1989; ratified by the
Lebanese Parliament 4 November 1989; incorporated into the preamble of the Lebanese Constitution): the
foundational post-civil-war political settlement repeatedly invoked by the Lebanese government as the
framework this deal is said to implement.

May 17, 1983 Agreement (Agreement on Withdrawal of Foreign Forces from Lebanon, signed at Kiryat Shmona
and Khalde; abrogated by Lebanon in March 1984): the prior bilateral Israel-Lebanon agreement referenced as
the last such accord before this one.

Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (1969), Articles 53 and 64: define jus cogens (peremptory norms) and
void any treaty that conflicts with one, including a peremptory norm emerging after the treaty's conclusion.

International Law Commission, Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts (2001),
Article 26: bars a state from relying on ordinary legal defences to excuse a breach of a peremptory norm.

International Law Commission, Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts (2001),
Articles 40-41: define "serious breaches" of peremptory norms and the resulting obligations on all states, not just
those directly involved, to cooperate to end the breach and withhold recognition of the resulting situation as
lawful.

Barcelona Traction, Light and Power Company, Limited (Belgium v. Spain), ICJ Reports 1970: source of the "erga
omnes" concept, obligations owed by a state to the international community as a whole.

Geneva Conventions (1949), grave breaches provisions (Article 49 of Convention I, Article 50 of Convention II,
Article 129 of Convention Ill, Article 146 of Convention IV): obligate states party to search for and prosecute, or
extradite, anyone who commits grave breaches, regardless of nationality; the legal basis for the France/Syria
universal-jurisdiction prosecution precedent cited in this dossier.

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948), Article IX: allows any state party
to bring a dispute against another state party over alleged violations of that Convention specifically; the precise
legal basis for the South Africa v. Israel case at the ICJ.

Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (1998): noted for accuracy that Lebanon is not a State Party,
meaning the ICC does not automatically have jurisdiction over this situation absent a UN Security Council referral
under Chapter VIl of the UN Charter.

Note on scope: this list covers laws, treaties, and constitutional provisions specifically. It does not re-list the primary

sources for the framework agreement and security annex text themselves (US State Department; Times of Israel),

which are cited in the body of the dossier and again in the Sources section below.






Sources: Full Reference List (Hyperlinked, by Segment)

Every link retrieved during research, organized to match the episode structure. Items in red were cited via an
aggregated search summary where the direct article URL was not re-opened and confirmed in this session; a quick
fresh search on the headline given will recover the exact link. This same list, formatted as a standalone document, was
also provided separately as ReelTalk_Lebanonlisrael_Sources_List.docx.

Client-supplied documents (no URLs, provided directly): President Joseph Aoun's Beirut Bar Association address;
Randala Baydoun's commentary; the Article 13 international-law legal analysis; Megaphone's clause-by-clause
critique; Diana Moukalled's Daraj Media commentary.

1. Primary Documents

* U.S. Department of State, official Trilateral Framework text

* The Times of Israel, leaked Security Annex full text

*« CNN Arabic, State Department releases the text

* Asharg Al-Awsat, the 14 points in full

* Sky News Arabia, clause-by-clause breakdown

* Egyptian Institute for Strategic Studies (EIPSS), full text via Barak Ravid

* Euronews Arabic, Security Annex Clause 4 leak, citing Times of Israel

* Arabic Wikipedia, "Framework Agreement Between Lebanon and Israel 2026"

2. Legal Status & Article 13

e Cedar News, how Aoun addressed ambiguity around the framework

« Al Jazeera Net ("Mughamarat al-Itar"), legal/constitutional ambiguity

» Al-Araby Al-Jadeed, Wissam Lahham and Gheida Frangieh commentary [URL not captured in session — re-search
PRRPRPIRRR PRRER PRERREER FREER PRRRRE PRRREE |"]

» Lebanon Debate, parliamentary-approval / quorum debate [URL not captured in session — URL exceeded fetch length
Ilmlt, re-search "PRPRPRR PRRR PRREER PRERR PRRREE PRRREERR ”]

3. Domestic Lebanese Debate

* Al Jazeera Net, "Between May 17 and June 26": civil-war-echo comparison

* |MLebanon, Berri not leading a front to topple the deal

« Al Jarida (Kuwait), Berri: the deal "will not be implemented"

* Beirut News Center, Naim Qassem: "humiliation, shame, surrender of sovereignty"

* Lebanon Files, rolling coverage hub

« Kalem Siyasi, Syrian FM Beirut visit, Higher Committee signing

* Kalem Siyasi, press-editorial digest, June 30

* Lebanese Forces Official Website, press-editorial digest, July 4

* Democracy Now!, Daniel Levy interview transcript [URL not captured in session — recover via democracynow.org search
"Daniel Levy Lebanon"]

¢ Omar Nashabe interview (YouTube) [URL not captured in session — recover via YouTube search "Omar Nashabe Lebanon
president US interests"]


https://www.state.gov/releases/office-of-the-spokesperson/2026/06/trilateral-framework-between-the-united-states-of-america-the-state-of-israel-and-the-republic-of-lebanon
https://www.timesofisrael.com/eventual-idf-redeployment-from-lebanon-full-text-of-israel-lebanon-deal-security-annex/
https://arabic.cnn.com/middle-east/article/2026/06/27/us-state-department-releases-text-of-framework-agreement-between-israel-and-lebanon
https://aawsat.com/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A8%D9%8A/%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D8%B4%D8%B1%D9%82-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B1%D8%A8%D9%8A/5289318-14-%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%AF%D8%A7%D9%8B-%D9%81%D9%8A-%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%B7%D8%A7%D8%B1-%D8%A8%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A5%D8%B3%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A6%D9%8A%D9%84-%D8%AA%D8%B5%D9%88%D8%B1-%D9%83%D8%A7%D9%85%D9%84-%D9%84%D8%A5%D9%86%D9%87%D8%A7%D8%A1
https://www.skynewsarabia.com/middle-east/1878154-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%84-%D9%87%D8%B0%D9%87-%D8%A3%D8%A8%D8%B1%D8%B2-%D8%A8%D9%86%D9%88%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82-%D8%A5%D8%B3%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A6%D9%8A%D9%84-%D9%88%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86
https://eipss-eg.org/%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%B7%D8%A7%D8%B1-%D8%A8%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A5%D8%B3%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A6%D9%8A%D9%84-%D9%8A%D9%81%D8%AA%D8%AD-%D9%85/
https://arabic.euronews.com/2026/06/29/lebanon-israel-hezbollah-agreement-negotiations-southern-lebanon-secret-agreement
https://ar.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82_%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%B7%D8%A7%D8%B1%D9%8A_%D8%A8%D9%8A%D9%86_%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86_%D9%88%D8%A5%D8%B3%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A6%D9%8A%D9%84_2026
https://cedarnews.net/%D8%A3%D8%B3%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%B1/933355/%D9%83%D9%8A%D9%81-%D8%A8%D8%AF%D9%91%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B1%D8%A6%D9%8A%D8%B3-%D8%B9%D9%88%D9%86-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AA%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B3-%D8%AD%D9%88%D9%84-%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82/
https://www.aljazeera.net/politics/2026/7/2/%D9%85%D8%BA%D8%A7%D9%85%D8%B1%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%B7%D8%A7%D8%B1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86%D9%8A
https://www.aljazeera.net/news/2026/7/1/17-%D8%A3%D9%8A%D8%A7%D8%B1-%D8%A3%D9%88-26-%D9%8A%D9%88%D9%86%D9%8A%D9%88-%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82%D8%A7-%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A5%D8%B3%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A6%D9%8A%D9%84
https://www.imlebanon.org/2026/07/03/nabih-berri-704/
https://www.aljarida.com/article/136054/amp
https://beirutnewscenter.com/archives/1197834
https://www.lebanonfiles.com/2026/articles/%D9%85%D9%82%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D9%85%D8%AE%D8%AA%D8%A7%D8%B1%D8%A9/%D8%A7%D8%AA%D9%81%D8%A7%D9%82-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%B7%D8%A7%D8%B1/
https://kalemsiyasi.com/id/312485/
https://kalemsiyasi.com/id/312441/
https://www.lebanese-forces.com/2026/07/04/newspapers-editorials-1844/

4. Israeli Press, "The Mirror"

Euronews Arabic, Israel confirms forces stay "for an indefinite period"

Haaretz, Zvi Barel analysis ("operational landmines") [URL not captured in session — recover via haaretz.com search]

Maariv, senior Israeli sources on unmeetable conditions [URL not captured in session — recover via a fresh Maariv/Globes
search]

Al Jazeera Arabic, "The Framework Agreement in the Israeli Mirror

5. The Analyst Spectrum

Washington Institute, "14 Points on the 14 Points" (Satloff)

Washington Institute, "Can the Lebanese Army Prevent a Hezbollah-Christian Conflict?"

Carnegie Diwan, Michael Young, "Lebanon Should Try to Place Hezbollah on the U.S.-lIran Table"

Carnegie Diwan, Michael Young, "Realism and the Lebanon-Israel Talks"

Carnegie Diwan, Michael Young, "A Mechanism of Coercion"

Carnegie Endowment, Michael Young author page

CSIS, Paul Salem, "Empowering Diplomacy Over Open-Ended Conflict"
CSIS, Paul Salem, "Lebanon in the Shadow of the U.S.-Iran MOU"

CSIS, Paul Salem bio/author page

Arab Center Washington DC, "acquiesced to occupation" analysis [URL not captured in session — recover via
arabcenterdc.org search]

Foundation for Defense of Democracies (FDD), clearance-declaration critique [URL not captured in session — recover
via fdd.org search]

Middle East Council on Global Affairs, implementation reframing [URL not captured in session — recover via
mecouncil.org search]

The Amit Terrorism and Intelligence Research Institute, domestic-split analysis [URL not captured in session — recover
via terrorism-info.org.il search]

6. Named Commentator Deep Dives

Rania Khalek / Breakthrough News, YouTube segment

TheAltWorld, text republication

TheAltWorld (Substack), newsletter mirror

7. War Damage & Agriculture Figures

8.

Dostor.org, Ministry of Agriculture data: 29,000+ beehives, ~1.85M livestock/poultry deaths

An-Nahar, south Lebanon agriculture damage hub

Akhbar Alyawm, olive harvest under fire, World Bank estimate

Al Jazeera Net (Ebusiness), olive harvest season under overflights

Akhbar Alyawm, soil/groundwater contamination opinion piece (cite as analysis, not verified data)

Public Sentiment & Polling Background

Arab Barometer, Lebanese street views of Hezbollah (2024)



https://arabic.euronews.com/2026/07/01/amid-the-lebanese-debate-over-the-framework-agreement-israel-confirms-its-forces-will-r
https://www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/14-points-14-points-assessing-israel-lebanon-framework-agreement
https://www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/can-lebanese-army-prevent-hezbollah-christian-conflict
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/diwan/2026/06/lebanon-should-place-hezbollah-on-the-us-iran-table
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/diwan/2026/04/being-realistic-about-lebanon-israel-talks
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/diwan/2026/01/a-mechanism-of-coercion
https://carnegieendowment.org/middle-east/people/michael-young
https://www.csis.org/analysis/lebanon-and-israel-talks-empowering-diplomacy-over-open-ended-conflict
https://www.csis.org/analysis/lebanon-shadow-us-iran-mou-risks-and-opportunities
https://www.csis.org/people/paul-salem
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3vt3BwtA_l4
https://thealtworld.com/rania_khalek/lebanons-govt-just-declared-war-on-its-own-people
https://thealtworld.substack.com/p/lebanons-govt-just-declared-war-on
https://www.dostor.org/5545111
https://www.annahar.com/southoflebanon/index.html
https://www.akhbaralyawm.com/news/400062
https://www.aljazeera.net/ebusiness/2024/11/19/olive-harvest-lebanon
https://www.akhbaralyawm.com/news/515446/%D8%A5%D8%BA%D8%AA%D9%8A%D8%A7%D9%84-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B7%D8%A8%D9%8A%D8%B9%D8%A9-%D9%81%D9%8A-%D8%AC%D9%86%D9%88%D8%A8-%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86:-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%BA%D9%84%D9%8A%D9%81%D9%88%D8%B3%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D9%88%D8%AE%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A8-%D9%85%D8%A7-%D8%A8%D8%B9%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AD%D8%B1%D8%A8!
https://www.arabbarometer.org/ar/2024/07/%D9%83%D9%8A%D9%81-%D9%8A%D9%86%D8%B8%D8%B1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B4%D8%A7%D8%B1%D8%B9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86%D9%8A-%D8%A5%D9%84%D9%89-%D8%AD%D8%B2%D8%A8-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D9%87%D8%9F/

e Al Hurra, survey on rising Hezbollah popularity post-October 7

* Sky News Arabia, earlier Hezbollah-support survey coverage

* Saba News Agency, Washington Institute survey pickup

¢ Al-Quds Al-Arabi, 61% oppose Hezbollah's war participation

* Majalla, sectarian-tension background piece

9. Background & History
* Arabic Wikipedia, "Lebanon War 2026"
* Arabic Wikipedia, "Hezbollah-Israel War 2026"
* Arabic Wikipedia, "Hezbollah-Israel Strikes 2026"

Arabic Wikipedia, "Hezbollah" (organisational background)

* Arabic Wikipedia, "Agriculture in Lebanon"

e |nternational Crisis Group, "Israel-Hezbollah War: Where To?"

e Al Jazeera Net, "To Be or Not To Be: Hezbollah's Existential Battle"

* Euronews Arabic, history of Hezbollah-Israel confrontations

* Waathiq, the war deepens Lebanon's divisions

10. Post-Signing Developments (through July 6, 2026)

* Al Jazeera Net, "Between May 17 and June 26": civil-war-risk comparison, "born dead" quotes

* |MLebanon, Israel enters a new round of open-ended confrontation

*« Youm7, continued strikes, July 4; updated casualty count

» Israeli Channel 13, "civil war repackaged as peace" quote [URL not captured in session — surfaced via an Arabic-press
reprint; recover via Channel 13/Keshet search]
11. Amal Saad Interview (Full Transcript Reviewed)

* Drop Site News, "Lebanon's Surrender Agreement: Hezbollah Expert Amal Saad on Beirut's 'Framework' With
Israel" (Jeremy Scabhill, July 2, 2026)

* YouTube version of the same interview

12. Legal Accountability Developments

* The National, 100-lawsuits-in-100-days campaign, International Coalition to End Impunity (July 2, 2026)

* The National, diplomats doubt the deal can succeed, Melhem Khalaf quote, "non-starter" (July 4, 2026)

* Human Rights Watch, "Framework Agreement Betrays Victims of War Crimes in Lebanon" (July 3, 2026)

* Legal Agenda, joint statement with five other rights and press freedom organisations

*  Amnesty International, similar warning on Article 13 and accountability

Melhem Khalaf, Wikipedia background (Lebanese MP, former Beirut Bar Association president 2019 to 2021)

13. Israeli Institutional Balance and Breaking Iran Development

* |INSS, "The Framework Agreement Between Lebanon and Israel: A Positive First Step on a Long Road to Change"

e« CNBC, Trump says Iran ceasefire is "over" after latest strikes (July 8, 2026)



https://www.alhurra.com/lebanon/2024/07/12/%D8%A7%D8%B3%D8%AA%D8%B7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B9-%D9%8A%D9%83%D8%B4%D9%81-%D8%AD%D8%AC%D9%85-%D8%AA%D8%A3%D9%8A%D9%8A%D8%AF-%D8%AD%D8%B2%D8%A8-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D9%87-%D9%81%D9%8A-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AE%D9%84-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86%D9%8A
https://www.skynewsarabia.com/middle-east/1728777-%D8%A7%D8%B3%D8%AA%D8%B7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B9-%D9%8A%D9%83%D8%B4%D9%81-%D8%AD%D8%AC%D9%85-%D8%AA%D8%A7%D9%94%D9%8A%D9%8A%D8%AF-%D8%AD%D8%B2%D8%A8-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D9%87-%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86
https://www.saba.ye/ar/news3295001.htm
https://www.alquds.co.uk/%D8%A7%D8%B3%D8%AA%D8%B7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B9-61-%D9%85%D9%86-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%84%D8%A8%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%86%D9%8A%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%8A%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%B1%D8%B6%D9%88%D9%86-%D9%85%D8%B4%D8%A7%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A9/
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e Axios, Trump says Iran ceasefire "over" and talks "a waste of time"

¢ CNN, live updates, NATO summit, Trump threatens more strikes on Iran

e The Hill, Trump says interim deal with Iran "over" after strikes
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