El MoU de Versalles y la
validacion empirica de la
Doctrina Osmov

El colapso organizado del conflicto
trani y la confirmacion documental

del Punto Culminante Invisible
Método Mental Sistémico by Osmov 5D, AAI

QUITO — ElI Memorandum de Entendi-
miento de Versalles (MoU) entre Estados
Unidos e Irdn no debe leerse tnicamente
como un acuerdo diplomatico de emergencia.
Su importancia estratégica reside en que con-
firma una transicion previamente advertida
por la doctrina Osmov: el paso desde una fase
de coercion abierta hacia una arquitectura ve-
rificable de cierre.

Los articulos publicados por la ASOCID—
ECUADOR (Asociacion de exasesores y egre-
sados del Colegio Interamericano de Defensa,
Capitulo Ecuador) entre marzo y abril de
2026 plantearon que el conflicto irani se apro-
ximaba a una zona critica en la cual la presi6on
militar, econémica y diplomaética podia conti-
nuar, pero ya no garantizaba una salida poli-
ticamente sostenible. Esa zona fue definida
como Punto Culminante Invisible —PCI—.

El MoU no confirma una prediccion literal de
clausulas. Confirma algo mas relevante: la 16-
gica profunda del conflicto fue identificada
antes de que los actores internacionales se
vieran obligados a formalizarla.

1. El sentido estratégico del MoU

Versalles no representa simplemente una
pausa. Representa el reconocimiento de que
la escalada habia llegado a un punto en el cual
continuar presionando podia producir mas
desorden que control.

El acuerdo aparece cuando el conflicto ya ha-
bia superado el marco bilateral. Iran no era
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solo Iran. Ormuz no era solo un estrecho. El
expediente nuclear no era solo un expediente
técnico. Cada elemento se habia convertido en
un nodo de una red mayor: seguridad energé-
tica, estabilidad financiera, rutas maritimas,
equilibrio regional, influencia de potencias
externas, legitimidad internacional y sosteni-
bilidad del sistema.

Ese es el valor estratégico del MoU: convierte
una presion acumulada en una reorganiza-
ci6én administrada.

La guerra abierta cede espacio a una etapa di-
ferente: reconstruccion, reestructuracion y
reconciliaciéon condicionada.

No es paz plena.

No es victoria absoluta.

No es rendicion clésica.

Es colapso organizado.

2. El Punto Culminante Invisible

El Punto Culminante Invisible no aparece
cuando una potencia ya no puede actuar. Apa-
rece antes: cuando todavia puede actuar, pero
cada accién adicional produce menor rendi-
miento politico y mayor riesgo sistémico.

Ese fue el caso de Iran.

Estados Unidos conservaba fuerza, superiori-
dad, capacidad de presion y margen de coer-
cién. Sin embargo, la continuidad de la ofen-
siva empezaba a administrar inercia. La pre-
siobn seguia existiendo, pero la pregunta




decisiva ya no era si podia continuar, sino si
todavia podia producir un desenlace goberna-
ble.

Esa diferencia es central.

El punto culminante clausewitziano o clasico
se observa cuando la capacidad visible se
agota.

El PCI se identifica cuando la utilidad politica
comienza a agotarse antes que la capacidad
material.

Por eso es invisible para los anélisis conven-
cionales. La superficie muestra poder. La pro-
fundidad revela pérdida de rendimiento es-
tratégico.

3. Los puntos ciegos que precipitaron la
salida

Antes del MoU, varios elementos estaban a la
vista, pero no fueron atendidos con la oportu-
nidad necesaria.

La presion militar no estaba cerrando el con-
flicto.

Las sanciones castigaban, pero no disenaban
una real solucion.

Ormuz convertia el conflicto en riesgo global.

El expediente nuclear exigia trazabilidad, no
solo amenaza.

Iradn ganaba tiempo sin romperse.

China y Rusia ampliaban el margen de resis-
tencia irani.

Los mercados energéticos traducian la crisis
en costo global.

Los aliados regionales temian tanto la debili-
dad como el exceso de fuerza.

La narrativa de victoria empezaba a volverse
maés dificil que la operacién militar.

Y, sobre todo, el dia después no estaba sufi-
cientemente disefiado.

Alli se produjo el giro.

El sistema comprendi6 que la coercion podia
abrir espacio, pero no podia administrar por
si sola el cierre.

4. La zona de rebote

Irdn no respondié unicamente resistiendo.
Respondi6 ganando tiempo.

Ese tiempo tuvo valor estratégico.

Permitio6 consultar, recalcular, sostener inter-
locuciones, medir respaldos externos y de-
mostrar que la voluntad de lucha estadouni-
dense también tenia limites politicos, econé-
micos y diplomaticos.

La zona de rebote no es retirada ni derrota. Es
el espacio donde el actor presionado absorbe
la ofensiva y obliga al atacante a revelar el
costo real de continuar.

Irdn no necesitaba derrotar militarmente a
Estados Unidos. Necesitaba demostrar que el
costo de una victoria coercitiva podia superar
el beneficio politico de alcanzarla.

Ese fue el rebote.
Y alli se hizo visible el PCI.
5. La cresta de presion

La cresta de presion fue el momento de ma-
xima tension retoérica, militar, econémica e
informacional.

En ese punto, el poder todavia se expresa en
lenguaje de mando, fuerza y dominancia. La
frase atribuida a Donald Trump al ingresar a
la reuniéon del G7 —“I'm the boss”— debe
leerse, desde esta perspectiva, como un gesto
politico significativo.

No importa Gnicamente la frase. Importa el
momento.

Cuando un liderazgo reafirma dominio en la
superficie, mientras el sistema exige negocia-
cién en la profundidad, aparece una senal es-
tratégica: la presion llegd a su cresta, pero la
solucion ya no puede depender solo de la pre-
sion.

La doctrina Osmov permite leer ese tipo de se-
nales no como anécdotas de personalidad,
sino como sintomas del transito entre coer-
cion y cierre.




6. Actores dominantes y arquitectura
real del conflicto

El MoU confirma que los conflictos contem-
poraneos ya no se cierran unicamente entre
quienes disparan.

Estados Unidos e Iran fueron los actores do-
minantes, pero no los tinicos decisivos. El Or-
ganismo Internacional de Energia Atomica
OIEA, el Consejo de Seguridad, Europa, Ru-
sia, China, los Estados del Golfo, Israel, los
mercados energéticos, las aseguradoras mari-
timas y los operadores financieros formaron
parte del campo real de decision.

El conflicto se movi6 simultdneamente sobre
la presion militar, la seguridad maritima, la
nuclearidad, las sanciones, los activos conge-
lados, la influencia regional, la legitimidad in-
ternacional y la conectividad energética.

Por eso el acuerdo no podia ser exclusiva-
mente militar.

Tenia que ser politico, econémico, juridico,
nuclear, maritimo, diplomatico y geoecono-
mico al mismo tiempo.

Alli aparece el traslapo central: el conflicto no
estaba contenido en un solo dominio ni podia
resolverse desde una sola dimension.

7. Poder nacional, geopolitica y
geoeconomia

El caso IrAin—Ormuz mostro los limites de una
lectura basada tnicamente en la fuerza.

La expresion militar del poder abrio la crisis.
La expresion economica la intensifico.

La expresion diploméatica permitié reorgani-
zarla.

La expresion juridica le dio horizonte.

La expresion informacional intent6 adminis-
trar la percepcion de victoria.

La expresion geoecondmica impuso el verda-
dero limite: Ormuz no podia arder sin afectar
el sistema.

El estrecho no era solo un punto geografico.
Era una valvula de conectividad global.

Energia, comercio, seguros, mercados, alian-
zas, puertos y estabilidad politica estaban co-
nectados en una misma ecuacion.

Por eso la sostenibilidad se volvi6 decisiva.

Una decision podia ser fuerte, pero no soste-
nible.

Una ofensiva podia ser exitosa, pero no go-
bernable.

Una sancion podia ser eficaz, pero no resolu-
tiva.

Ese fue el dilema que el MoU intent6 ordenar.

8. Los 300 mil millones: érendicion o
diseno del dia después?

Uno de los elementos mas sensibles del MoU
es el componente econémico asociado a la re-
cuperacion irani.

Interpretarlo automaticamente como rendi-
cion de Estados Unidos seria apresurado.
También seria incompleto leerlo como simple
premio a Iran.

En estrategia, financiar una reconstrucciéon
puede ser concesion, pero también puede ser
control del dia después.

El Plan Marshall ofrece una referencia histo-
rica ttil: reconstruir no signific6 rendirse ante
Europa, sino impedir que el vacio econémico
se transformara en inestabilidad politica, ex-
pansion adversaria y nueva guerra.

En el caso irani, el componente econdémico
puede entenderse como el precio de evitar
un colapso desordenado. No necesaria-
mente derrota. Si reconocimiento de que el
castigo, por si solo, ya no bastaba.

La coercion fue sustituida parcialmente por
disefo.
Ese es el giro fundamental.

9. Validacion empirica de la doctrina
Osmov

La fuerza de esta validacion no reside en afir-
mar que se anticiparon literalmente los ca-
torce puntos del MoU.

La fuerza reside en que la secuencia fue publi-
cada antes:




Primero se plante¢ la centralidad del objetivo
politico.

Luego se ubico a Irdn dentro del Reloj del
Conflicto Osmov.

Después se formul6 el Punto Culminante In-
visible.

Mas tarde se explico la Sentencia de Ormuz
como necesidad de cierre.

Finalmente, los hechos obligaron a una arqui-
tectura que incorporo6 cese, negociacion, veri-
ficacion, seguridad maritima, alivio econd-
mico, monitoreo y respaldo juridico interna-
cional.

La correspondencia es significativa.

No porque el MoU haya seguido una doctrina
ajena a sus negociadores, sino porque la doc-
trina Osmov ley6 correctamente la logica que
el conflicto terminaria imponiendo.

Eso es validacion empirica ex ante.
No es “yo lo dije” como recurso retorico.

Es: la hipétesis fue publicada, fechada y con-
trastable antes de los hechos.

10. La importancia de publicar antes

En el debate geoestratégico contemporaneo
abundan los anélisis retrospectivos. Muchos
expertos aparecen después de los aconteci-
mientos para afirmar que ya lo habian adver-
tido.

La diferencia aqui es documental.

Los textos fueron publicados antes de la reso-
lucion del OIEA y antes del MoU. Fueron di-
fundidos en espanol e inglés. Quedaron fecha-
dos. Quedaron disponibles. Quedaron ex-
puestos al contraste.

Esa trazabilidad cambia la naturaleza del ar-
gumento.

No se trata de reclamar intuicion.
Se trata de demostrar método.

Y en asuntos estratégicos, el método vale mas
que el comentario oportuno.

11. El PCI y la exigencia de razonar y
decidir bajo presion

El caso Iran—Ormuz confirma que el pro-
blema estratégico contemporaneo no consiste
Unicamente en anticipar acontecimientos,
sino en revisar los supuestos desde los cuales
se interpreta la realidad.

El Punto Culminante Invisible aparece
cuando el sistema conserva fuerza, datos, in-
teligencia y medios, pero contintia operando
bajo supuestos que ya no producen goberna-
bilidad estratégica.

En ese sentido, la validacion empirica de la
doctrina Osmov no debe entenderse solo
como anticipacion de una arquitectura de cie-
rre. Debe entenderse también como una
forma distinta de razonar y decidir bajo pre-
sion, incertidumbre y azar.

El valor del método reside en obligar al ana-
lista a preguntarse no solo qué ocurrira, sino
qué supuestos hacen parecer probable ese
desenlace.

En Ormuz, el supuesto dominante fue que la
presion acumulada podia producir cierre. La
realidad mostr6 algo distinto: la presiéon po-
dia abrir espacio, pero no podia administrar
sola el desenlace.

Alli radica la contribuciéon del PCI: detectar,
antes que el propio sistema, que la ofensiva ha
comenzado a administrar inercia, aunque
conserve capacidad material para continuar.

Conclusion final

El MoU de Versalles no cerrd definitivamente
el conflicto irani. Lo reorganizo.

No elimino la tensién. La desplazé hacia una
fase administrada.

No resolvié por completo el problema nu-
clear, maritimo, econémico ni regional. Pero
reconocio que la salida ya no podia descansar
exclusivamente en la coercion.

Ese reconocimiento confirma el nucleo de la
doctrina Osmov: existe un momento anterior
al colapso visible en el cual la fuerza todavia
actaa, pero deja de producir gobernabilidad
proporcional. Ese momento es el Punto Cul-
minante Invisible.




Iran llegd a una zona de rebote.

Estados Unidos alcanzé una cresta de pre-
sién.

Ormuz revel6 los limites geopoliticos y geo-
economicos de la escalada.

La conectividad global impuso sostenibilidad
a la decision.

Y el sistema pas6 de la guerra abierta al co-
lapso organizado.

Por eso, el valor del MoU no esta Gnicamente
en sus clausulas. Esta en lo que revela: cuando
la presion deja de producir cierre, la estrate-
gia debe transformar fuerza en arquitectura.

Esa fue la hipotesis Osmov.

Y esa es su validacion empirica preliminar.
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The Versailles MoU and the
Empirical Validation of the

Osmov Doctrine

The Organized Collapse of the Iranian

Conflict and the Documentary
Confirmation of the Invisible
Culminating Point PCI.

Systemic Mental Method by Osmov 5D, AAI

QUITO — The Versailles Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) between the United
States and Iran should not be read merely as
an emergency diplomatic agreement. Its stra-
tegic importance lies in the fact that it con-
firms a transition previously anticipated by
the Osmov Doctrine: the passage from a
phase of open coercion toward a verifiable ar-
chitecture of closure.

The articles published by ASOCID-ECUA-
DOR (Association of Former Advisers and
Graduates of the Inter-American Defense Col-
lege, Ecuador Chapter) between March and
April 2026 argued that the Iranian conflict
was approaching a critical zone in which mil-
itary, economic, and diplomatic pressure
could continue, but no longer guaranteed a
politically sustainable outcome. That zone
was defined as the Invisible Culminating
Point —PCI—.

The MoU does not confirm a literal prediction
of clauses. It confirms something more rele-
vant: the deeper logic of the conflict had been
identified before international actors were
forced to formalize it.

1. The Strategic Meaning of the MoU

Versailles does not simply represent a pause.
It represents the recognition that escalation
had reached a point at which continued pres-
sure could produce more disorder than con-
trol.

The agreement appears once the conflict had
already exceeded the bilateral frame. Iran was
no longer only Iran. Hormuz was no longer
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only a strait. The nuclear file was no longer
only a technical file. Each element had be-
come a node in a larger network: energy secu-
rity, financial stability, maritime routes, re-
gional balance, the influence of external pow-
ers, international legitimacy, and the sustain-
ability of the system.

That is the strategic value of the MoU: it con-
verts accumulated pressure into a managed
reorganization.

Open war gives way to a different stage: re-
construction, restructuring, and conditional
reconciliation.

It is not full peace.

It is not absolute victory.

It is not classical surrender.

It is organized collapse.

2. The Invisible Culminating Point

The Invisible Culminating Point does not ap-
pear when a power can no longer act. It ap-
pears earlier: when it can still act, but each ad-
ditional action produces diminishing political
returns and greater systemic risk.

That was the case of Iran.

The United States retained force, superiority,
pressure capacity, and a margin for coercion.
However, the continuation of the offensive
was beginning to administer inertia. Pressure
still existed, but the decisive question was no
longer whether it could continue, but whether
it could still produce a governable outcome.

That difference is central.




The Clausewitzian or classical culminating
point is observed when visible capacity is ex-
hausted.

The PCI is identified when political utility be-
gins to be exhausted before material capacity.

That is why it remains invisible to conven-
tional analysis. The surface shows power. The
depth reveals a loss of strategic yield.

3. The Blind Spots That Precipitated
the Exit

Before the MoU, several elements were visi-
ble, but they were not addressed with the nec-
essary timeliness.

Military pressure was not closing the conflict.

Sanctions punished, but they did not design a
real solution.

Hormuz turned the conflict into a global risk.

The nuclear file required traceability, not only
threat.

Iran was gaining time without breaking.

China and Russia expanded Iran’s margin of
resistance.

Energy markets translated the crisis into
global cost.

Regional allies feared both weakness and ex-
cessive force.

The narrative of victory was beginning to be-
come more difficult than the military opera-
tion itself.

And, above all, the day after had not been suf-
ficiently designed.

There the turn occurred.

The system understood that coercion could
open space, but could not, by itself, adminis-
ter closure.

4. The Rebound Zone

Iran did not respond only by resisting. It re-
sponded by gaining time.

That time had strategic value.

It allowed consultation, recalculation, sus-

tained channels of dialogue, measurement of
external support, and demonstration that the

American will to fight also had political, eco-
nomic, and diplomatic limits.

The rebound zone is neither withdrawal nor
defeat. It is the space in which the pressured
actor absorbs the offensive and forces the at-
tacker to reveal the real cost of continuing.

Iran did not need to defeat the United States
militarily. It needed to demonstrate that the
cost of a coercive victory could exceed the po-
litical benefit of achieving it.

That was the rebound.
And there the PCI became visible.
5. The Pressure Crest

The pressure crest was the moment of maxi-
mum rhetorical, military, economic, and in-
formational tension.

At that point, power still expresses itself in the
language of command, force, and dominance.
The phrase attributed to Donald Trump upon
entering the G7 meeting —“I'm the boss”™—
must be read, from this perspective, as a sig-
nificant political gesture.

The phrase itself is not the only thing that
matters. The moment matters.

When leadership reaffirms dominance on the
surface while the system demands negotia-
tion in depth, a strategic signal appears: pres-
sure has reached its crest, but the solution can
no longer depend on pressure alone.

The Osmov Doctrine allows this type of signal
to be read not as anecdotes of personality, but
as symptoms of the transition between coer-
cion and closure.

6. Dominant Actors and the Real
Architecture of the Conflict

The MoU confirms that contemporary con-
flicts are no longer closed solely among those
who fire.

The United States and Iran were the domi-
nant actors, but they were not the only deci-
sive ones. The International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA), the Security Council, Europe,
Russia, China, the Gulf States, Israel, energy
markets, maritime insurers, and financial




operators formed part of the real field of deci-
sion.

The conflict moved simultaneously across
military pressure, maritime security, nuclear-
ity, sanctions, frozen assets, regional influ-
ence, international legitimacy, and energy
connectivity.

For that reason, the agreement could not be
exclusively military.

It had to be political, economic, legal, nuclear,
maritime, diplomatic, and geoeconomic at the
same time.

There the central overlap appears: the conflict
was not contained within a single domain, nor
could it be resolved from a single dimension.

7. National Power, Geopolitics, and
Geoeconomics

The Iran—Hormuz case showed the limits of a
reading based solely on force.

The military expression of power opened the
crisis.

The economic expression intensified it.

The diplomatic expression allowed it to be re-
organized.

The legal expression gave it horizon.

The informational expression attempted to
manage the perception of victory.

The geoeconomic expression imposed the
true limit: Hormuz could not burn without af-
fecting the system.

The strait was not only a geographic point. It
was a valve of global connectivity.

Energy, trade, insurance, markets, alliances,
ports, and political stability were connected
within the same equation.

That is why sustainability became decisive.

A decision could be strong, but not sustaina-
ble.

An offensive could be successful, but not gov-
ernable.

A sanction could be effective, but not conclu-
sive.

That was the dilemma the MoU sought to or-
der.

8. The 300 Billion: Surrender or
Design of the Day After?

One of the most sensitive elements of the
MoU is the economic component associated
with Iranian recovery.

To interpret it automatically as a surrender by
the United States would be premature. It
would also be incomplete to read it as a simple
reward for Iran.

In strategy, financing reconstruction can be a
concession, but it can also be control over the
day after.

The Marshall Plan offers a useful historical
reference: reconstruction did not mean sur-
rendering to Europe, but preventing the eco-
nomic vacuum from becoming political insta-
bility, adversarial expansion, and new war.

In the Iranian case, the economic component
may be understood as the price of avoiding
a disorderly collapse. Not necessarily de-
feat. But certainly recognition that punish-
ment, by itself, was no longer enough.

Coercion was partially replaced by design.
That is the fundamental turn.

9. Empirical Validation of the Osmov
Doctrine

The strength of this validation does not lie in
claiming that the fourteen points of the MoU
were literally anticipated.

Its strength lies in the fact that the sequence
was published beforehand:

First, the centrality of the political objective
was established.

Then Iran was placed within the Osmov Con-
flict Clock.

Next, the Invisible Culminating Point was for-
mulated.

Later, the Hormuz Judgment was explained
as a necessity of closure.

Finally, events forced an architecture that in-
corporated cessation, negotiation,




verification, maritime security, economic re-
lief, monitoring, and international legal back-
ing.

The correspondence is significant.

Not because the MoU followed a doctrine ex-
ternal to its negotiators, but because the Os-
mov Doctrine correctly read the logic that the
conflict would eventually impose.

That is ex ante empirical validation.
It is not “I said so” as a rhetorical device.

It is this: the hypothesis was published, dated,
and contrastable before the facts.

10. The Importance of Publishing
Beforehand

Contemporary geostrategic debate abounds
in retrospective analysis. Many experts ap-
pear after events to claim that they had al-
ready warned about them.

The difference here is documentary.

The texts were published before the IAEA res-
olution and before the MoU. They were dis-
seminated in Spanish and English. They were
dated. They were available. They were ex-
posed to contrast.

That traceability changes the nature of the ar-
gument.

This is not about claiming intuition.
It is about demonstrating method.

And in strategic affairs, method is worth more
than timely commentary.

11. The ICP and the Requirement to
Reason and Decide under Pressure

The Iran—Hormuz case confirms that the con-
temporary strategic problem does not consist
solely in anticipating events, but in revisiting
the assumptions through which reality is in-
terpreted.

The Invisible Culminating Point emerges
when the system retains force, data, intelli-
gence, and means, yet continues to operate
under assumptions that no longer produce
strategic governability.

In this sense, the empirical validation of the
Osmov Doctrine should not be understood
only as the anticipation of an architecture of
closure. It should also be understood as a dif-
ferent way of reasoning and deciding under
pressure, uncertainty, and chance.

The value of the method lies in compelling the
analyst to ask not only what will happen, but
which assumptions are making that outcome
appear probable.

In Hormuz, the dominant assumption was
that accumulated pressure could produce clo-
sure. Reality showed something different:
pressure could open space, but it could not, by
itself, administer the outcome.

Therein lies the contribution of the ICP: to de-
tect, before the system itself does, that the of-
fensive has begun to administer inertia, even
though it still retains the material capacity to
continue.

Final Conclusion

The Versailles MoU did not definitively close
the Iranian conflict. It reorganized it.

It did not eliminate tension. It displaced it
into an administered phase.

It did not fully resolve the nuclear, maritime,
economic, or regional problem. But it recog-
nized that the exit could no longer rest exclu-
sively on coercion.

That recognition confirms the core of the Os-
mov Doctrine: there is a moment prior to vis-
ible collapse in which force still acts, but
ceases to produce proportional governability.
That moment is the Invisible Culminating
Point.

Iran entered a rebound zone.
The United States reached a pressure crest.

Hormuz revealed the geopolitical and geoeco-
nomic limits of escalation.

Global connectivity imposed sustainability on
the decision.

And the system moved from open war to or-
ganized collapse.




Therefore, the value of the MoU does not lie
only in its clauses. It lies in what it reveals:
when pressure ceases to produce closure,
strategy must transform force into architec-
ture.

That was the Osmov hypothesis.

And that is its preliminary empirical valida-
tion.
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