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This paper examines Charlie Kirk as a case study in modern cross-pressured 
politics, where theological identity, foreign-policy advocacy, and media incentives 
collide. “Conflicted” here does not mean incoherent by default; it names the 
tension between an avowedly Christian ethic and hardline support for Israel’s 
current security posture; between campus free-speech absolutism and the 
policing of certain war rhetorics; between movement populism and elite 
alignment. We map how Zionism and admiration for Netanyahu interact with 
Christian moral claims (mercy, proportionality, enemy-love) under the heat of 
Gaza discourse and “Amalek” polemics. Methodologically, we compile 
timestamped, verbatim statements across platforms and code them for policy 
claims, theological appeals, audience targeting, and rhetorical framing. 
Substantively, we chart conflicts (and attempted reconciliations) across a 
contradictions matrix—Zionism vs. “genocide” framing, just-war proportionality 
vs. total-war motifs, free speech vs. security exceptionalism—then stress-test 
them in short case studies. We close by steelmanning the best good-faith 
synthesis available and, equally, explaining why these tensions persist within 
today’s incentive structures. The goal is diagnosis, not prosecution: to understand 
how a media-native activist can be both resolute and divided—and what that 
reveals about the triangle of theology, geopolitics, and the attention economy. 
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1) Prelude: What “Conflicted” Means Here 

This paper uses “conflicted” as an analytic, not a pejorative. The claim is that 
Charlie Kirk’s public posture lives at the intersection of multiple, often 
incompatible pressures: theological convictions drawn from evangelical 
Christianity; hardline security commitments tied to Israel, Zionism, and admiration 
for Netanyahu; and a media-native activism style optimized for confrontation on 
U.S. campuses. These pressures can produce statements that look inconsistent 
across time or audiences, but they can also be read as attempts to hold together 
goods that frequently come apart in practice (justice vs. mercy, security vs. liberty, 
loyalty vs. universalism). 

1.1 Types of conflict 

• Intrapersonal conflict. Tensions within a single moral agent: Christian 
enemy-love and mercy vs. retributive or deterrent logics in war; compassion 
for civilians vs. solidarity with an ally in a terror war. 

• Ideological conflict. Conservative-populist axioms (national strength, 
border/security maximalism) meeting Christian ethics of proportionality, 
discrimination (combatant vs. noncombatant), and care for the vulnerable. 

• Coalition conflict. Maintaining alignment with overlapping but non-
identical constituencies: evangelical base, pro-Israel donors and institutions, 
campus activists, MAGA-adjacent populists, GOP establishment. 

• Rhetorical conflict. The demands of attention economics (viral “TV-face” 
soundbites, debate-stage theatrics) vs. the slower, hedged discourse 
required by just-war reasoning or humanitarian law. 

1.2 Three live theses (not mutually exclusive) 

• Sincere cross-pressures. Kirk holds multiple genuine commitments that 
collide under wartime stress. On this view, contradiction signals moral 
friction rather than mere opportunism. 
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• Strategic ambiguity. Kirk uses selective emphasis or framing shifts to sustain 
a broad coalition and a large audience. Variation across venues (broadcast 
vs. campus vs. donor settings) is instrumental. 

• Evolution over time. Positions change with events, information, or 
incentives; apparent inconsistency may track learning, radicalization, 
backlash effects, or coalition realignment. 

The paper will not prejudge which thesis “wins.” Instead, it will map where the 
tensions are sharpest, then test whether a principled reconciliation is available. 

1.3 Scope and delimitations 

• Public record only. We analyze speeches, broadcast segments, campus 
events, and social posts. Private intent is not inferred beyond what the texts 
reasonably support. 

• Substantive focus. Israel/Gaza framing; Netanyahu-linked rhetoric; 
evangelical-Christian references (including Old Testament war texts); 
campus free-speech vs. security claims. 

• What we are not doing. We are not adjudicating battlefield facts, casualty 
statistics, or legal determinations. We reference those debates only as they 
appear in Kirk’s rhetoric. 

• Normative posture. Diagnosis before judgment. We articulate the strongest 
good-faith case for coherence, then explain where and why tensions persist 
given media incentives, coalition maintenance, and theological constraints. 

• Key terms preview. 

o Zionism refers here to political support for the Jewish state’s security 
and legitimacy. 

o Christian Zionism denotes evangelical theological-moral support 
layered onto that political stance. 
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o Amalek rhetoric designates invocations of biblical-war motifs in 
contemporary conflict talk; we treat it as a rhetorical variable with 
theological consequences rather than a settled hermeneutic. 

o Just-war frame marks the moral-law tradition emphasizing legitimate 
authority, just cause, right intention, proportionality, and 
discrimination. 

This prelude frames “conflicted” as a structural property of a role (activist-
broadcaster in wartime politics) as much as a feature of a person. The sections 
that follow specify method, then trace the conflicts in detail across theology, 
policy, campus theater, coalition dynamics, and Israel-Netanyahu relations, 
culminating in a contradictions matrix and case studies. 

 

2) Method & Corpus 

This study builds a timestamped, text-forward dossier of Charlie Kirk’s public 
communications and analyzes it with a transparent coding rubric. The unit of 
analysis is the claim-event (a contiguous passage—spoken or written—that 
expresses a policy, theological, or rhetorical claim addressed to a defined 
audience). 

2.1 Sources and collection window 

• Broadcast: full-show transcripts and published clips from Kirk’s own 
channels and major appearances. 

• Social posts: X/Twitter, long-form posts, and replies by Kirk; selected quote-
tweets or replies directed at him when necessary for context. 

• Live events: campus debates, speeches, Q&A exchanges; when transcripts 
are unavailable, we transcribe long-form segments from high-fidelity video. 

• Secondary framing (minimal): headlines, chyrons, and show descriptions 
used only to situate the claim-event’s intended audience and context. 
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• Time window: Oct 7, 2023 → Sep 10, 2025, with earlier/later material 
sampled if it clarifies a stable stance. 

2.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

• Include: statements where Israel/Gaza, Netanyahu, “Amalek,” just-war 
proportionality, free-speech vs. security, or campus policy are primary 
topics. 

• Include when adjacent: broader moral-theological claims invoked to justify 
positions on war, protest, or speech. 

• Exclude: purely personal content, logistics, and apolitical promotional 
material unless directly adjacent to a claim-event. 

2.3 Data handling and reproducibility 

• Each claim-event receives a stable ID: CE-YYYYMMDD-hhmm-SEQ, plus 
URL/location and media-type flags. 

• We store original media, transcripts, and our working transcripts. 
Timecodes are preserved. Redactions (if any) are bracketed and justified in 
a log. 

• A change log records additions, removals, and transcript corrections. All 
coding decisions are tracked in a versioned CSV. 

2.4 Coding rubric (first-order tags) 

Each claim-event is tagged across four axes. Tags are non-exclusive. 

1. Policy content 

• ISR_NETANYAHU_POS / NEG / NEUT 

• GAZA_FRAME: genocide_claim_accept / reject / contest_terms 

• JW_LAW: proportionality_affirm / proportionality_minimize / 
discrimination_affirm / discrimination_minimize 

• SPEECH_SECURITY: absolutism / conditionality / restriction_support 
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2. Theological content 

• THEO_SCRIPTURE: cites_OT / cites_NT / cites_both / no_citation 

• THEO_THEME: enemy_love / retributive_justice / providence / covenant 

• AMALEK_USAGE: invoke / reject / reinterpret / avoid 

3. Rhetorical form 

• RHETORIC: confrontation / persuasion / testimony / mobilization / satire 

• STYLE: clip_viral / longform_qualified / debate_rapidfire / monologue 

4. Audience targeting 

• AUDIENCE: campus_opponents / base_evangelical / donors_institutional / 
general_public / partisan_coalition 

• VENUE: broadcast / campus / social / speech_rally 

2.5 Second-order “contradiction” matrix mapping 

For each event, we map possible tensions: 

• ZIONISM vs. GENOCIDE_FRAMING 

• FREE_SPEECH vs. SECURITY_EXCEPTIONALISM 

• ENEMY_LOVE vs. RETRIBUTIVE_JUSTICE 

• PROPORTIONALITY vs. TOTAL_WAR_MOTIF 

• PERSUASION vs. VIRAL_CONFRONTATION 

If a claim intensifies one side (e.g., total-war motif), we check for co-occurring 
moves that mitigate it (e.g., explicit civilian-protection caveats). The matrix row 
stores: {claim, counterclaim most relevant, offered reconciliation if any}. 

2.6 Reliability and bias checks 

• Double-coding: A second pass re-tags 20–30% of claim-events blindly; 
disagreements are reconciled with written rationale. 
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• Venue normalization: We adjust for venue compression (e.g., short social 
posts vs. long interviews) by weighting contradictions only when 
comparable qualifiers are possible. 

• Clip integrity: When a viral clip seems truncated, we seek the full segment; 
if unobtainable, we flag “context-limited.” 

2.7 Ethical considerations 

• Person-focused but role-aware: we assess public speech by a media activist; 
we avoid speculation on private motives beyond what the text supports. 

• Scripture handling: citations are recorded verbatim; hermeneutic labels 
(e.g., “Amalek rhetoric”) are descriptive, not accusatory. 

• No doxxing or private-life material; no unverifiable rumor. 

2.8 Limitations 

• Platform volatility: deletions and algorithmic surfacing bias visibility. We 
mitigate with archival captures when available. 

• Translation of live exchanges may miss paralinguistic cues; we note 
uncertainty when tone or irony affect meaning. 

• Causality vs. correlation: shifts in rhetoric may coincide with events; we 
avoid inferring causation without explicit linkage. 

2.9 Outputs for the analysis sections 

• A contradictions matrix table summarizing tensions across the corpus. 

• Three timeline case studies with dense, verbatim excerpts. 

• A steelman section that proposes the most coherent synthesis compatible 
with the coded record. 
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3) Persona, Platform, & Incentives 

Kirk’s communications are best read through the composite lens of persona (how 
he presents himself), platform (where he speaks), and incentives (why certain 
messages “pay” better than others). The interaction of these three creates 
systematic pressures toward conflict and selective resolution. 

3.1 Persona: roles that structure speech 

• Activist-organizer. As a movement builder, he privileges mobilization, 
clarity, and morale over nuance. 

• Broadcaster/commentator. As a daily content producer, he must fill airtime 
with strong takes, recurring frames, and narrative continuity, rewarding 
certainty more than caveat. 

• Campus combatant. In adversarial Q&A, he performs quick, memorable 
retorts; the format compresses argument length and discourages hedging. 

• Faith-adjacent advocate. He signals evangelical identity, which invites 
theological benchmarks (enemy-love, mercy) that can later collide with 
hard-security rhetoric. 

3.2 Platform: venues that shape message form 

• Broadcast (long-form). Allows qualification, sequencing, and selective 
scripture use; also encourages monologic momentum and “series arcs.” 

• Social media (short-form). Rewards salience and speed; quote-able lines 
and moral binaries outperform calibrated trade-offs. 

• Live campus events. Heightened antagonism and audience feedback loops 
(cheers/boos) push toward rhetorical dominance moves rather than 
incremental persuasion. 

• Donor/ally settings. Emphasize loyalty signals and strategic alignment; 
dissent or hedging can impose reputational costs. 
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3.3 Incentives: what the attention economy pays for 

• Virality premium. Outrage, novelty, and moral certainty travel farther than 
proportionality talk or legal nuance. 

• Coalition maintenance. Consistency with pro-Israel partners and 
evangelical media ecosystems yields access and affirmation; deviation risks 
platform friction. 

• Algorithmic lock-in. Audiences trained on a set of frames expect repetition; 
fresh nuance can feel like betrayal unless carefully scaffolded. 

• Contender identity. Conflict with institutional elites (media, academia) is 
itself content; therefore, friction is not a bug but a resource. 

3.4 Narrative strategies that reduce dissonance 

• Frame substitution. Recasting Gaza debates from “genocide” to “counter-
terror” reframes the moral ledger and relieves pressure on proportionality 
discussions. 

• Selective exemplars. Highlighting atrocities by Hamas to anchor moral 
asymmetry; civilian harm is acknowledged, then subordinated to just-cause 
rhetoric. 

• Scripture bracketing. New Testament enemy-love is affirmed abstractly, 
while operational ethics defer to Old Testament sovereignty/justice motifs 
or to state-craft prudence. 

• Process fences. Defending “free speech” as a principle while carving 
exceptions for “material support,” “incitement,” or “threat environments,” 
preserving an absolutist self-image with practical carve-outs. 

3.5 Structural constraints and predictable stress points 

• Time compression. Daily content cycles punish slow correction; once a 
frame is set, path dependence grows. 
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• Audience heterogeneity. Evangelicals, hawks, libertarians, and populists 
share overlap but diverge on war ethics and state power; any single 
message will grate against at least one subgroup. 

• Scriptural pluralism. The canon supplies multiple war-ethics templates 
(covenant war, prophetic mercy, enemy-love), enabling both reconciliation 
attempts and cherry-picking accusations. 

• Event shocks. Mass-casualty news spikes harden rhetoric; later 
humanitarian caveats struggle to regain salience. 

3.6 Behavioral expectations (hypotheses for later testing) 

• H1: Venue effect. Hard-edged claims will be most frequent on social and 
campus clips; qualifications cluster in long-form broadcast. 

• H2: Coalition cueing. Positive references to Israeli leadership cluster around 
donor/ally moments; critical nuance appears, if at all, in lower-stakes 
contexts. 

• H3: Theological asymmetry. OT-coded justice language will surface near 
security arguments; NT enemy-love will surface in general moralizing or 
intra-Christian disputes, not operational policy. 

• H4: Persistence under backlash. When accused of endorsing excessive 
force, rhetoric will shift to intent (self-defense, liberation of hostages) rather 
than detailed proportionality metrics. 

• H5: Speech/security trade. “Free speech” defenses will pair with carve-outs 
where campus safety, intimidation, or foreign influence are invoked, 
preserving principle while narrowing its scope. 

Taken together, persona, platform, and incentives do not determine 
contradictions, but they make certain tensions recurrent and others rare. The next 
sections map the core ideological pillars and then track how theology, policy, and 
venue dynamics generate the specific conflicts this paper interrogates. 
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4) Ideological Pillars (Snapshot) 

This section sketches the core pillars that anchor Kirk’s rhetoric. They act as load-
bearing frames from which specific claims are hung; when events stress the 
system, fractures tend to appear along the seams between these pillars. 

4.1 Zionism and leadership alignment 

• Security-first Zionism. Israel’s right to exist and defend itself is treated as 
axiomatic; military latitude is argued from existential-threat premises and 
hostage imperatives. 

• Leader legitimation. Admiration for Netanyahu functions as a trust proxy: 
endorsing the leader’s judgment stands in for granular policy defense. 

• Moral asymmetry. Terror targeting of civilians is positioned as a category 
error that resets the moral ledger; Israeli civilian harm is framed as 
unintended and tragic but derivative of just cause. 

4.2 Evangelical-Christian identity 

• Canon signals. Public identification with evangelical Christianity supplies an 
ethic of charity, mercy, and enemy-love, alongside reverence for scripture. 

• Providential register. History is sometimes narrated in providential terms 
(nations, covenants, judgment), which can amplify severity in conflict talk. 

• Tension seed. The juxtaposition of New Testament enemy-love with Old 
Testament war motifs seeds later conflict in operational ethics (Sections 5–
6). 

4.3 Populist conservatism 

• Free-speech maximalism (aspirational). Strong preference for robust 
campus speech, viewpoint diversity, and opposition to “cancellation.” 

• Order, borders, and strength. A high salience on deterrence, policing, and 
national cohesion; in wartime analogies, security exceptionalism becomes 
thinkable. 
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• Anti-elite posture. Media, academia, and bureaucratic institutions are 
framed as adversarial gatekeepers—useful for mobilization and coalition 
identity. 

4.4 Media-native activism 

• Confrontational style. Preference for rapid exchanges, clipped rebuttals, 
and meme-ready lines; the format trades away hedging. 

• Narrative continuity. Recurrent themes (civilizational stakes, double 
standards, moral clarity) are stitched across shows and tours to maintain 
audience expectations. 

• Clip economy. Short, declarative claims are rewarded; complex 
proportionality reasoning is disadvantaged. 

Synthesis preview. These pillars are not inherently incompatible, but their 
operational conjunction during a high-casualty, high-salience conflict (Israel–Gaza) 
generates predictable stress: security-first Zionism strains enemy-love; free-speech 
maximalism collides with security carve-outs; leader legitimation reduces 
tolerance for intracoalitional dissent. The next section follows the tension line 
most likely to provoke theological contradiction: scripture-inflected war talk and 
the ethics of force. 

 

5) Theology Under Strain 

This section traces where scripture-sourced moral language collides with security-
first rhetoric. The point is not adjudicating theology per se but showing how 
different biblical registers—covenant war, prophetic mercy, enemy-love—are 
activated or bracketed when positions on Israel/Gaza harden. 

5.1 Canonical fault lines (OT/NT overlays) 

• Covenant war motifs (OT). References to Israel’s existential enemies and 
divine sanction can be read as granting moral latitude in war. They resonate 
with frames of civilizational peril and total mobilization. 
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• Enemy-love and mercy (NT). Sermon-on-the-Mount ethics (love enemies, 
bless persecutors) and the Good Samaritan parable weight the ledger 
toward restraint, compassion for civilians, and costly mercy. 

• Romans 13 vs. prophetic critique. Appeals to rightful authority and the 
sword (order, deterrence) sit beside prophetic rebukes of unjust violence—
yielding a built-in tension between securitas and caritas. 

Implication. An advocate can affirm all of these texts in principle yet emphasize 
different registers depending on audience and moment, producing perceived (or 
real) contradiction at the operational level. 

5.2 “Amalek” rhetoric: function and hazard 

• Function. As a shorthand, “Amalek” signals radical evil and the necessity of 
decisive action; it compresses complex moral calculations into a single, 
identity-defining narrative of survival. 

• Hazard. In contemporary war talk, the term risks flattening discrimination 
(combatant vs. noncombatant) and proportionality. It invites critics to allege 
sacralized total-war logic, while supporters may hear covenantal resolve. 

• Navigational moves. Theologically sophisticated actors sometimes pair 
covenant rhetoric with explicit civilian-protection caveats; less-qualified 
invocations drift toward maximalism. Where Kirk lands on this spectrum 
becomes a key diagnostic. 

5.3 Just-war grid (operational pressure points) 

We read claim-events against classic criteria—not to prosecute, but to identify 
where theological strain appears: 

• Just cause & right intention. Terror against civilians and hostage-taking 
supply strong cause; rhetoric tends to score high here with little strain. 

• Legitimate authority. Deference to Israeli leadership (and U.S. ally status) 
functions as a trust proxy; theological strain emerges only when deference 
eclipses moral scrutiny. 
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• Proportionality (ad bellum & in bello). The sharpest strain: security-
maximizing frames pull toward permissive thresholds; enemy-love and 
mercy pull toward tighter limits and humanitarian corridors. 

• Discrimination (noncombatant immunity). Where rhetoric emphasizes 
“precision” and “tragic necessity,” strain is modulated; where it relies on 
civilizational binaries, strain spikes. 

• Double effect. A frequent reconciliation move is to stress intent (degrading 
terror capacity) while conceding foreseen but unintended civilian harm—
accepted as proportionate to end. The theological question is whether 
“accepted” is argued or simply asserted. 

5.4 Mercy vs. justice: lexical pivots 

• Justice-leaning lexicon. “Deterrence,” “eradicate terror,” “no moral 
equivalence,” “civilizational stakes.” 

• Mercy-leaning lexicon. “Humanitarian corridor,” “ceasefire to evacuate,” 
“protect innocents,” “hostage compassion.” 

• Mixed frames. “Tragic but necessary,” “last resort,” “moral clarity with 
restraint.” 
Tracking which lexicon dominates by venue (broadcast vs. campus vs. social) 
helps distinguish sincere cross-pressure from strategic emphasis. 

5.5 Christian Zionism vs. catholic (small-c) ethics 

• Particular vs. universal goods. Christian Zionism centers particular 
covenantal loyalties; catholic ethics foreground universal human dignity. 

• Reconciliation path. One can argue that securing Israel prevents wider 
harm and that mercy toward civilians is a means to just victory, not a brake 
on it. 

• Sticking point. When civilian tolls mount, universal-dignity ethics demand 
granular accounting; if rhetoric stays at the level of covenantal slogans, 
perceived conflict intensifies. 
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5.6 Pastoral vs. political address 

• Pastoral tone. Invites lament, prayer for enemies, calls to fasting or aid—
often de-escalatory. 

• Political tone. Prioritizes resolve, clarity, and mobilization—often escalatory. 
Kirk’s identity signals both audiences; toggling between these tones without 
re-grounding criteria (proportionality, discrimination) is a reliable strain 
amplifier. 

5.7 Testable indicators (for later sections) 

• OT war motifs appear nearest to security-maximizing claims; NT mercy 
appears in abstract exhortations or intra-Christian disputes. 

• Civilian-protection caveats increase with broadcast length; they decrease in 
campus Q&A and short social clips. 

• Appeals to leader authority correlate with thinner just-war argumentation; 
appeals to universal dignity correlate with thicker caveats and data. 

Provisional takeaway. Theology does not determine Kirk’s security rhetoric, but it 
constrains what must be said to keep coherence. Where those constraints are 
regularly bypassed (by venue, urgency, or coalition incentives), “conflicted” 
becomes visible—not as hypocrisy by default, but as a structural effect of carrying 
multiple, not-fully-commensurable goods into a hot war discourse. 

 

6) Policy Tension: Gaza Framing 

This section maps how the Israel–Gaza war is framed in Kirk’s rhetoric and where 
tensions arise between security-maximizing claims and humanitarian/just-war 
constraints. 

6.1 Competing labels and why they matter 

• “Genocide.” A maximal moral/legal label that collapses proportionality 
debate into categorical indictment. When Kirk rejects this term, he typically 
shifts the ground to intent and context (terror, hostages, urban warfare). 
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• “Self-defense / counter-terror.” Centers just cause and right intention, 
often downplaying quantitative civilian-harm metrics. 

• “War crime / collective punishment.” Legalistic counters that demand 
granular targeting analysis; these push toward data and away from slogans. 

• Effect on discourse. The chosen headline term predetermines which facts 
“count” (intent vs. effects; tactics vs. outcomes), making cross-frame 
persuasion rare. 

6.2 Proportionality narratives (without adjudicating facts) 

• Goal-bounded proportionality. Harm is weighed against concrete military 
objectives (degrade specific capability, liberate hostages). 

• Time-integrated proportionality. The ledger is spread across phases of 
conflict; early shocks (mass terror, abductions) are treated as enduring 
multipliers of permissible force. 

• Population-risk proportionality. Civilian density, human shields, and tunnel 
warfare are invoked to justify higher collateral-risk tolerance while still 
claiming discrimination. 

• Tension point. When rhetoric asserts proportionality without walking 
through any of these accounting schemes, it strains coherence with 
Christian mercy claims. 

6.3 Intention vs. foreseeability (double-effect in practice) 

• Intention claim. Target is combatant capability; civilian harm is foreseen, 
not intended. 

• Foreseeability burden. As foreseeability and scale rise, so must the 
demonstrated care to mitigate (warnings, evacuation corridors, target 
selection, pauses). 

• Rhetorical stress. If intention is emphasized while mitigation specifics are 
thin, enemy-love and universal-dignity talk ring hollow. 
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6.4 Humanitarian access as a moral barometer 

• Corridors/pauses. Support for time-bound pauses, aid convoys, medical 
evacuations functions as a pressure-release for the moral ledger. 

• Conditionality. Aid is framed as contingent on diversion risks and tunnel 
resupply; critics see this as collective punishment, advocates as prudential 
necessity. 

• Diagnostic. The more concrete the humanitarian specifics, the easier it is to 
reconcile security rhetoric with Christian mercy. 

6.5 The hostage variable 

• Moral weight. Hostage rescue can justify prolonged operations and higher 
collateral risk, but it also strengthens arguments for carefully sequenced 
pauses and swaps. 

• Rhetorical pattern. When hostages are centered, critics are portrayed as 
morally evasive; when civilian harm is centered, security advocates are 
portrayed as callous. 

• Coherence move. Pair hostage centrality with explicit civilian-sparing tactics 
to keep Christian ethics engaged. 

6.6 International-law interlocutors (as frames, not verdicts) 

• ICJ/ICC references. Often cited as politicized or as misreading intent; 
supporters emphasize states’ right to self-defense. 

• Usefulness. Even if rejected, these fora supply vocabulary (discrimination, 
necessity) that, when adopted, can increase moral coherence in Christian 
terms. 

6.7 Venue-dependent phrasing (predictable shifts) 

• Broadcast/long-form. More likely to include caveats (“tragic,” “last resort,” 
“precision”). 
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• Campus clips/social. More categorical (“no moral equivalence,” 
“civilizational stakes”). 

• Donor/ally settings. Higher leader-deference and trust proxies; fewer 
granular metrics. 

• Implication. The same position can sound merciful or maximalist depending 
on venue density. 

6.8 Indicators of coherence vs. conflict 

• Coherence indicators. Mentions of civilian-mitigation specifics; openness to 
time-bound pauses; willingness to separate Hamas from civilians in 
rhetoric; named proportionality tests. 

• Conflict indicators. Reliance on civilizational binaries; Amalek-coded talk 
without discrimination caveats; dismissing casualty discourse as irrelevant; 
leader deference in lieu of moral argument. 

6.9 Operational decision tree (for our coding later) 

1. Does the claim name a concrete military objective? If no → flag 
RHETORIC:maximal. 

2. Are civilian-mitigation methods cited (warnings, corridors, sequencing)? If 
yes → tag JW_LAW:discrimination_affirm. 

3. Is “genocide” addressed by intent analysis and mitigation, or by dismissal 
alone? If dismissal alone → mark tension with enemy-love. 

4. Are hostages used to justify tempo and to motivate humanitarian 
measures? If one-sided → note asymmetry. 

5. Is leader authority the main warrant? If yes → mark potential substitution 
of trust for argument. 

Interim synthesis. Gaza framing reveals the core tension: a security-first narrative 
that seeks moral clarity via intent and threat context vs. a Christian-ethic narrative 
that demands granular accountability for foreseeable civilian harm. Coherence is 
achievable—but only when security claims are paired with explicit, verifiable 
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mercy constraints. The next section turns to the venue where these tensions are 
performed most vividly: campus theater versus persuasion. 

 

7) Campus Theater vs. Persuasion 

Campus stops are the crucible where Kirk’s positions meet hostile interlocutors 
under bright lights. The venue rewards spectacle; persuasion requires patience. 
This section separates the performative logic of the “clip economy” from the 
slower craft of attitude change. 

7.1 Arena dynamics 

• Asymmetric goals. Host seeks viral moments; protesters seek disruption; 
undecideds seek clarity; administrators seek order. 

• Time compression. Q&A limits push for fast retorts and high salience; 
hedging sounds like retreat. 

• Audience stacking. Friendly rows near stage change perceived consensus 
(cheers/boos as cues). 

7.2 Exchange patterns (typical arcs) 

1. Challenge framed with maximal language (“genocide,” “settler-colonial 
state”). 

2. Reframe to intent/terror/hostages; reject label. 

3. Escalation via moral dueling (double standards, whataboutism). 

4. Closer as applause line (moral clarity, civilizational stakes). 
Persuasion suffers when Step 3 consumes the clock; it improves when the 
reframe includes specific mitigation criteria (warnings, corridors, pauses). 

7.3 Clip engineering 

• Pre-choreography. Open with a “hook” claim that sets the moral ledger. 

• Editing gravity. Keep the clean line; cut the caveat. 
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• Thumbnail rhetoric. Visuals signal sides before content is heard, anchoring 
priors. 

7.4 Speech norms under strain 

• Heckler’s veto vs. order. Calls for removal/security quickly become content 
about content, overshadowing arguments. 

• Platforming choices. Debates with prepared opponents raise the ceiling for 
persuasion but lower the odds of a clean viral win. 

• Rule asymmetries. Microphone control, line selection, and moderator 
prompts bend outcomes. 

7.5 What persuades (research-backed moves) 

• Steelman first. Summarize the opponent’s core concern fairly before 
responding. 

• Moral reframing. Translate security claims into care/harm language when 
addressing progressive audiences; translate civilian-protection into 
loyalty/fairness language for conservative audiences. 

• Conditional concessions. “If X is shown, then I would support Y” creates a 
path for belief updating. 

• Granular specificity. Numbers + procedures (evacuation windows, target 
selection rules) outperform slogans for undecideds. 

• Question-asking. Short socratic probes (“What outcome would you accept 
as proportionate?”) slows escalation and reveals hinge definitions. 

7.6 Risks that amplify “conflicted” 

• Binary absolutism. “No moral equivalence” without discrimination caveats 
reads as harsh to neutrals. 

• Opponent caricature. Reduces credibility with moderates and fuels 
backlash clips. 
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• Safety exceptionalism drift. Free-speech branding collides with calls for 
protest restrictions not narrowly tailored to threats. 

• Identity overreach. Sacralized frames (“biblical enemies”) in a secular 
campus context harden opposition and invite theological counter-frames. 

7.7 A persuasion-positive playbook (without ceding ground) 

• Lead with just cause (hostages, terror), then immediately pair with civilian-
protection specifics. 

• Distinguish people vs. perpetrators explicitly and often. 

• Use time-bounded measures (pauses, corridors) as evidence of principled 
restraint, not weakness. 

• Invite falsification tests: “If independent monitors show diversion of aid 
below T%, I support increased throughput.” 

• Close with shared goods (free inquiry, safety for all students, dignity of 
dissent) rather than factional triumph. 

7.8 What we will code (diagnostics) 

• Charity ratio. Minutes spent fairly summarizing challengers vs. dismissing 
them. 

• Caveat density. Count of explicit discrimination/proportionality caveats per 
Gaza-related answer. 

• Concession tokens. Presence of conditional policy concessions or 
thresholds. 

• Security carve-outs. Instances where free-speech defense yields to safety 
exceptions; note scope and tailoring. 

• Audience cues. Frequency and timing of applause/boos relative to caveats 
vs. applause lines. 

• Clip survivability. Whether caveats survive into posted highlights. 
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7.9 Expected venue effects (testable) 

• Campus clips will show lower caveat density and higher confrontation than 
long-form broadcasts. 

• Events with structured debates and neutral moderators will show higher 
charity ratios and more concessions than open-mic tours. 

• Posts that go viral fastest will omit humanitarian specifics more often than 
those that grow slowly via shares among undecideds. 

Interim takeaway. Campus theater reliably pulls Kirk’s rhetoric toward clarity 
without complexity. When this happens, tensions with Christian-ethic talk (mercy, 
enemy-love) and free-speech maximalism (amid safety carve-outs) become 
salient. The following section turns to the coalition side: how intra-right audiences 
and allies—evangelicals, hawks, libertarians, populists—shape which 
contradictions are suppressed, spotlighted, or strategically embraced. 

 

8) Coalition Management 

Kirk operates inside a heterogenous right-of-center coalition whose subgroups 
overlap but diverge on war ethics, state power, and campus norms. Managing 
these seams—often in real time—is essential to preserving influence and 
audience reach. 

8.1 Core coalition segments (ideal types) 

• Evangelical conservatives. 
Priorities: biblical fidelity, pro-life consistency, family policy, religious liberty. 
Israel lens: covenant loyalty, protection of Jews, skepticism toward secular 
international bodies. 
Friction: enemy-love vs. retributive rhetoric; humanitarian duty vs. 
maximalist war talk. 

• National-security hawks. 
Priorities: deterrence, alliance credibility, military latitude, intelligence 
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deference. 
Israel lens: forward bastion of Western security; zero tolerance for terror 
sanctuaries. 
Friction: impatience with proportionality debates; suspicion of campus civil-
liberties framing. 

• Libertarians/civil libertarians. 
Priorities: free speech, limited state power, due process, skepticism of 
surveillance/state overreach. 
Israel lens: support as a democratic ally, but war powers and aid questioned 
on prudence/constitutionality grounds. 
Friction: campus restrictions, anti-protest policing, executive deference. 

• Populist conservatives. 
Priorities: anti-elite posture, cultural grievance, protectionism, 
border/security prominence. 
Israel lens: solidarity against “globalist” double standards; admiration for 
strong leaders. 
Friction: occasional sympathy for non-interventionist tones; suspicion of 
donor-class priorities. 

• Establishment GOP/Institutional donors. 
Priorities: party unity, message discipline, international partnerships, 
philanthropy ecosystems. 
Israel lens: bipartisan alliance maintenance, diplomatic choreography. 
Friction: distaste for campus theatrics that threaten suburban appeal; 
preference for scripted nuance. 

8.2 Recurring seam lines 

1. War ethics: Hawkish urgency vs. evangelical mercy; proportionality 
thresholds and civilian-protection specifics. 

2. Speech vs. order: Libertarian free-speech absolutism vs. populist appetite 
for security-forward campus rules. 
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3. Leader deference: Populists admire strong leaders; libertarians resist 
executive aggrandizement; evangelicals split when rhetoric turns sacral. 

4. Donor signaling: Institutional allies prize predictability; activist audiences 
prize confrontation and purity tests. 

8.3 Kirk’s standard alignment moves 

• Bridge metaphors. Frame military aims in moral-therapeutic language 
(“liberation from terror”), satisfying hawks while giving evangelicals a 
compassion hook. 

• Proceduralism as solvent. Reaffirm free-speech principles, then advocate 
narrow, threat-defined restrictions; pitched to libertarians as 
time/place/manner rather than viewpoint control. 

• Trust proxies. Invoke allied-leader credibility to economize on technical 
detail; offers hawkish assurance and donor comfort, while courting populist 
admiration for strength. 

• Selective pluralism. Platform a dissenting friendly voice occasionally to 
signal openness without ceding core frames. 

8.4 Failure modes (where “conflicted” becomes visible) 

• Asymmetric caveats. Mercy language appears only in abstract, while 
operational claims remain maximalist—alienating evangelicals and 
moderates. 

• Security creep. Speech carve-outs expand from narrow threats to broad 
categories of dissent—triggering libertarian backlash. 

• Over-sacralization. Old Testament war motifs without discrimination 
disclaimers—raising red flags for pastoral leaders and institutional allies. 

• Donor dissonance. Viral campus clips complicate coalition fundraising 
narratives that require tonal moderation. 
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8.5 Maintenance tactics by venue 

• Broadcast long-form: Insert humanitarian specifics, cite process safeguards, 
nod to plural viewpoints; shore up evangelicals/libertarians without losing 
hawks. 

• Campus events: Prioritize clear baselines (terror, hostages, no moral 
equivalence), then add one concrete civilian-mitigation example to reduce 
evangelical discomfort. 

• Social posts: Use threads: lead with clarity, follow with caveats; pin the 
caveat tweet to survive clipping. 

• Donor rooms: Emphasize alliance logic, deterrence, and reputational costs 
of abandonment; reference limited, measurable humanitarian 
commitments. 

8.6 Coalition temperature checks (for our coding) 

• Caveat parity index: Ratio of security-maximizing claims to explicit 
mercy/discrimination caveats across venues. 

• Speech-tailoring score: Frequency of narrow, content-neutral restrictions 
vs. broad category bans. 

• Leader-reliance ratio: Share of arguments anchored in leader trust vs. 
independent moral/operational reasoning. 

• Intra-right acknowledgments: Instances of fairly stating friendly-fire 
critiques (e.g., “some of our own say X”) before responding. 

8.7 Strategic tradeoffs 

• Depth vs. reach. More nuance cements donor and evangelical confidence 
but can slow virality; harder lines fuel clips but risk libertarian/pastoral 
erosion. 

• Short-term mobilization vs. long-term legitimacy. Aggressive framing wins 
battles and algorithms; calibrated moral argument wins institutions and 
history-writing. 
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• Identity clarity vs. coalition elasticity. A crisp persona simplifies brand, but 
coalitions need slack to accommodate plural goods (security, mercy, 
liberty). 

Interim synthesis. Coalition management is less about eliminating contradiction 
than sequencing messages so that different allies hear enough of “their” language 
to remain engaged. Where sequencing collapses (e.g., social clips without caveats, 
campus security talk without speech principles), “conflicted” surfaces as a 
credibility tax across adjacent blocs. The next section examines the specific 
bilateral loop with Israel’s leadership: mutual legitimations between Netanyahu 
and Kirk and how that loop reinforces—or resolves—tensions at home. 

 

9) Netanyahu & Israel: Mutual Legitimations 

This section analyzes a bilateral loop: how Netanyahu-anchored Israeli discourse 
confers status on Kirk, and how Kirk’s amplification, in turn, reinforces 
Netanyahu’s standing within U.S. conservative coalitions. The loop functions as a 
legitimation exchange across audiences and languages (security, theology, 
populism). 

9.1 Upstream signals from Israel’s leadership 

• Personalized affirmation. Public tributes that name Kirk as a steadfast ally 
convert generic “pro-Israel” sentiment into a relationship claim. This 
elevates Kirk from commentator to symbol. 

• Invitational gestures. References to visits, briefings, or invitations imply 
proximity to decision-making. For U.S. audiences, proximity functions as a 
credibility multiplier, substituting trust-in-leader for granular policy detail. 

• Frame alignment. When Israeli leadership describes the conflict using 
civilizational stakes, hostages, and “no moral equivalence,” it ratifies the 
same frames Kirk uses domestically. 
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9.2 Downstream amplification into U.S. media-politics 

• Message laundering. Kirk translates Israeli executive frames into American 
movement vernacular (faith, freedom, Western civilization), making them 
legible to evangelical and populist audiences. 

• Coalition echo. Donors and institutional partners treat Israeli validation as a 
reliability signal; campus followers read it as proof of “speaking for the ally.” 

• Agenda-setting. By spotlighting leader soundbites and high-salience 
moments, Kirk narrows the U.S. right’s menu of “acceptable” positions, 
raising the reputational cost of dissent. 

9.3 Symbolic economy and status conversion 

• From pundit to proxy. Leader praise converts media clout into ally status. 
The symbolic upgrade increases the weight of Kirk’s statements on 
Israel/Gaza beyond his usual issue portfolio. 

• Martyrdom/hero narratives. In moments of crisis or violence, Israeli 
eulogies or honors refract back into U.S. media as sanctifying frames, 
hardening perceptions of moral clarity and target selection. 

• Theological overtones. When Israeli validation coexists with biblical-war 
rhetoric in the ecosystem, it encourages Christian Zionist registers that can 
strain enemy-love and proportionality discourse. 

9.4 Reinforcement effects on Kirk’s contradictions 

• Easier deference, thinner scrutiny. The more status he receives from Israeli 
leadership, the more deference can stand in for argument—increasing the 
risk that just-war caveats are outpaced by loyalty talk. 

• Cross-pressure on mercy language. Elevated ally status makes explicit 
humanitarian critique feel like disloyalty; mercy language shifts from 
operational specifics to abstract lament. 

• Audience lock-in. As leader praise circulates, Kirk’s base expects continued 
alignment; deviations trigger suspicion (coalition management costs rise). 



28 
 

9.5 Reinforcement effects on Netanyahu’s U.S. positioning 

• Domestic U.S. shield. Kirk’s platform offers a ready-made defense-in-depth 
across talk radio, streaming, and campus clips, dampening the spread of 
critical frames on the right. 

• Donor reassurance. Consistent amplification reassures aligned donors that 
the alliance story remains stable despite international legal and media 
headwinds. 

• Counter-mobilization. The same amplification polarizes opponents, which 
can be useful for sharpening contrasts but costly for broad persuasion. 

9.6 Risks and failure modes 

• Over-sacralization. If the exchange drifts into biblical-enemy tropes without 
discrimination caveats, it invites charges of sacralized policy, increasing 
ethical strain among evangelicals and institutions. 

• Backfire on legitimacy. Excessive leader deference can look like abdication 
of moral reasoning to undecideds, reducing Kirk’s persuasiveness outside 
the core. 

• Event-dependent volatility. New revelations, battlefield turns, or diplomatic 
ruptures can suddenly make past maximal claims liabilities, with little space 
left for recalibration. 

9.7 What we will code (diagnostics) 

• Leader-citation density: Mentions of Netanyahu or Israeli executive sources 
per 1,000 words, by venue. 

• Argument vs. authority ratio: Instances where policy is defended via 
reasons (proportionality steps, humanitarian specifics) vs. authority (trust, 
necessity). 

• Theology coupling index: Co-occurrence of leader validation with biblical or 
providential language. 



29 
 

• Dissent tolerance markers: Moments where Kirk acknowledges legitimate 
Israeli or U.S.-right internal dissent without delegitimizing terms. 

Interim takeaway. Mutual legitimations increase Kirk’s stature and message reach 
while also tightening the ties that generate “conflicted” pressures: the more his 
brand depends on leader alignment, the harder it becomes to maintain thick 
moral reasoning on mercy, proportionality, and speech principles. The next section 
formalizes those tensions in a Contradictions Matrix—a table of issue-pairs with 
typical claims, strongest counterclaims, and candidate reconciliations. 

 

10) Contradictions Matrix (Core of the Paper) 

Below, each row names a live tension, summarizes Kirk’s typical claim, the 
strongest counterclaim, a candidate reconciliation (if one exists), plus failure 
conditions and diagnostic signals we will code for later. The matrix is descriptive, 
not prosecutorial. 

10.1 Zionism vs. “Genocide” Framing 

• Typical claim: Israel prosecutes a just counter-terror war; intent targets 
perpetrators, not civilians. 

• Strongest counterclaim: Effects—scale and foreseeability of civilian death—
void the intent defense and satisfy genocide/collective-punishment 
thresholds. 

• Candidate reconciliation: Double-effect logic + concrete mitigation 
(evacuation windows, target vetting, pause/aid algorithms) + hostage-
rescue proportionality tests. 

• Failure conditions: Reliance on intent without mitigation specifics; dismissal 
of casualty discourse as irrelevant; leader-deference in place of argument. 

• Coherence signals: Named military objectives tied to measurable 
humanitarian constraints; separation of civilians from perpetrators in 
rhetoric; openness to time-bounded pauses. 
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10.2 Free Speech Maximalism vs. Security Exceptionalism (Campus) 

• Typical claim: Robust campus speech is essential; incitement, threats, and 
foreign agitation must be contained. 

• Strongest counterclaim: “Exceptions” expand into content-based 
suppression of disfavored views; rules are not narrowly tailored. 

• Candidate reconciliation: Content-neutral time/place/manner rules; threat 
standards defined ex ante; transparent due process and equal enforcement 
across factions. 

• Failure conditions: Category bans (e.g., by viewpoint) disguised as safety; 
ad hoc enforcement keyed to partisan identity. 

• Coherence signals: Specific, narrow criteria for restriction; public metrics 
(incident thresholds, review timelines); documented parity across cases. 

10.3 Christian Mercy/Enemy-Love vs. Retributive/Deterrent Justice 

• Typical claim: Mercy is a Christian virtue, but public office bears the sword; 
justice deters evil and protects innocents. 

• Strongest counterclaim: Enemy-love and concern for vulnerable civilians 
require costly restraint that retributive rhetoric obscures. 

• Candidate reconciliation: Distinguish pastoral from political address; keep 
mercy operational by specifying sparing tactics as means to just victory. 

• Failure conditions: Mercy confined to abstract lament while operational 
talk is maximalist; biblical-enemy language without discrimination caveats. 

• Coherence signals: Concrete merciful practices (aid corridors, medical 
evacuations) paired with justice aims; explicit renunciation of collective 
blame. 

10.4 Proportionality/Discrimination vs. Total-War Motifs 

• Typical claim: Precision methods and tragic necessity; no moral equivalence 
with terror. 
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• Strongest counterclaim: “Tragic but necessary” becomes a blanket license; 
civilian immunity collapses under civilizational binaries. 

• Candidate reconciliation: Name proportionality models (goal-bounded, 
time-integrated) and show how targeting/tempo are constrained by them. 

• Failure conditions: Civilizational language used as a substitute for metrics; 
refusal to specify ceilings, pauses, or abort criteria. 

• Coherence signals: Preannounced rules of engagement, pause triggers, 
target-selection safeguards; post-action audits. 

10.5 Realism (Power/Alliances) vs. Idealism (Universal Dignity/International 
Law) 

• Typical claim: Alliance credibility and deterrence are preconditions for any 
humane order; realists prevent larger wars. 

• Strongest counterclaim: Realism without legal/ethical guardrails corrodes 
legitimacy and multiplies grievances. 

• Candidate reconciliation: Prudential realism that internalizes law of armed 
conflict as strategy (not charity), treating legitimacy as combat power. 

• Failure conditions: Mocking or discarding legal fora wholesale; treating 
legitimacy as PR rather than operational constraint. 

• Coherence signals: Willing use of independent monitors; conditional 
commitments to investigations; incorporation of external audits into 
doctrine. 

10.6 Leader Deference vs. Independent Moral Reasoning 

• Typical claim: Trust in allied leadership under fog of war; they possess 
superior intel and responsibility. 

• Strongest counterclaim: Outsourcing conscience to leaders evades just-war 
accountability and invites excess. 
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• Candidate reconciliation: Provisional deference bounded by articulated 
red-lines (civilian thresholds, humanitarian access) and a willingness to 
revise if crossed. 

• Failure conditions: Praise without conditions; silence when red-lines are 
plausibly at issue. 

• Coherence signals: Publicly stated thresholds; evidence of revision or 
criticism when thresholds are tested. 

10.7 Mobilization Rhetoric vs. Persuasion Ethics 

• Typical claim: Moral clarity motivates; ambiguity demobilizes in a 
civilizational fight. 

• Strongest counterclaim: Mobilization shortcuts (caricature, false 
dichotomies) alienate persuadables and deepen polarization. 

• Candidate reconciliation: Stage-craft that front-loads clarity then adds one 
or two verifiable caveats; steelman opponent concerns before refutation. 

• Failure conditions: Applause lines crowd out caveats; opponent motives 
impugned rather than arguments addressed. 

• Coherence signals: Charity ratio > 0; conditional concessions; presence of 
falsification tests. 

 

How we will use this matrix. 
For each claim-event in the corpus, we will record: (a) which row(s) it triggers; (b) 
whether a reconciliation was attempted; (c) whether failure conditions appear; 
and (d) which coherence signals are present. Aggregates by venue (broadcast, 
campus, social, donor) will reveal whether “conflicted” is primarily a product of 
format, coalition cueing, or stable priors. 
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11) Case Studies (Tight Timelines & Quotes) 

We present three compact timelines to show how venue, coalition cues, and 
theology interact. Verbatim items and links are reserved for Appendix A and the 
Reference section; here we summarize the pattern each case exhibits. 

11.1 Oct–Nov 2023: Shock, Frames, and Scriptural Overtures 

• Baseline stance. Immediate condemnation of terror; emphasis on hostages 
and just cause; categorical rejection of “genocide” as a descriptor of Israeli 
intent. 

• Frame consolidation. Repeated pairing of “no moral equivalence” with 
civilizational language; early elevation of leader-authority trust proxies. 

• Theological inflection. OT-coded motifs (including “remember” language) 
rise in salience in the wider ecosystem; NT mercy is acknowledged 
abstractly. 

• Caveat density by venue. Long-form broadcast shows add “tragic” and 
“precision” caveats; campus clips trend toward polar clarity. 

• Observed tension. Proportionality talk remains thin relative to intent talk—
first instance of the mercy/justice strain. 

11.2 July 2024: Netanyahu’s U.S. Address and the Echo Cycle 

• Amplification. Clips and pull-quotes from the speech are rapidly reframed 
for U.S. conservative audiences (hostages, terror culpability, Western 
identity). 

• Coalition choreography. Boycotts or absences by U.S. politicians are 
highlighted; loyalty signals harden, rewarding donor/institutional alignment. 

• Rhetorical substitution. Leader deference stands in for granular targeting or 
humanitarian metrics, especially in social posts. 

• Contained nuance. In longer segments, humanitarian corridors/pauses may 
be referenced; these rarely migrate into viral highlights. 
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• Observed tension. Argument-from-authority outpaces argument-from-
criteria (proportionality, discrimination). 

11.3 September 2025: Violence, Tributes, and Sacralization Drift 

• Narrative spike. A violent incident triggers a flood of tributes casting Kirk as 
a steadfast ally; Israeli leader praise refracts back into U.S. media. 

• Hero–martyr template. Language of courage, truth-telling, and freedom 
surfaces; personal and familial sympathy statements from U.S. figures 
(some policy-divergent) circulate. 

• Sacralization risk. As honorifics escalate, operational ethics recede from 
view; theological rhetoric (from the ecosystem) risks overreach absent 
explicit discrimination caveats. 

• Coalition calming. Sympathy frames temporarily mute intra-right 
disagreements; afterglow period subsequently re-raises unresolved policy 
tensions. 

• Observed tension. The legitimation loop tightens: rising ally-status 
increases the cost of future nuance, entrenching “conflicted” dynamics. 

 

12) Ethical Appraisal 

We assess Kirk’s posture through two classic moral lenses and one role-ethics lens. 

12.1 Deontic constraints (duty-first) 

• Noncombatant immunity. Any public defense of operations should actively 
separate civilians from perpetrators; rhetoric that blurs this line strains 
duty-based ethics. 

• Truth-telling and fairness. In adversarial settings, charity toward opponents 
and accurate statement of counterarguments are duties, not options. 
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• Scriptural integrity. Invoking biblical war language without 
proportionality/discrimination caveats risks misapplication of scripture to 
modern conflict. 

12.2 Consequentialist prudence (outcomes-first) 

• Legitimacy as combat power. Persuasion of neutrals and allies is itself a 
strategic good; rhetorical shortcuts that alienate persuadables degrade 
long-run outcomes. 

• Humanitarian throughput. Publicly endorsing measurable aid mechanisms 
improves both moral outcome and alliance credibility. 

• Polarization cost. Campus theater that maximizes clips but minimizes 
conversions imposes a social cost that must be weighed. 

12.3 Role-ethics for media-native activists 

• Platform stewardship. Large audiences create asymmetric obligations to 
avoid sacralized maximalism and to platform concrete caveats. 

• Venue responsibility. Short-form distribution should carry pinned or 
threaded qualifiers when lives are at stake. 

• Coalition candor. If leader deference is operative, red-line criteria should be 
stated so that conscience is not outsourced entirely. 

Appraisal: A coherent ethic is attainable if intent talk is yoked to public, checkable 
mercy constraints, and if adversarial formats include minimum viable charity. 

 

13) Steelmanning & Best-Faith Reconciliations 

We assemble the strongest coherent version of Kirk’s stance that honors his stated 
commitments and minimizes contradiction. 

13.1 Core synthesis (best-faith) 

• Just cause + bounded latitude. Terror/hostage-taking grants Israel a moral 
mandate to degrade perpetrators; latitude is real but not unlimited. 
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• Magistrate vs. disciple. Personal enemy-love coexists with state duty to 
protect innocents; the state must still internalize 
discrimination/proportionality as part of its vocation. 

• Mercy as means, not brake. Humanitarian corridors, medical evacuations, 
and pause algorithms are not concessions to critics but strategies that 
advance just victory and legitimacy. 

13.2 Operational commitments that make it work 

• Publicly name targeting ceilings and pause triggers; treat them as policy, 
not PR. 

• Distinguish civilians vs. perpetrators in every high-salience clip. 

• Endorse independent monitors and after-action audits where feasible. 

• On campuses, steelman first, then rebut; log at least one conditional 
concession per Gaza exchange. 

• Replace leader-only warrants with criteria-based justifications when 
possible. 

13.3 Theological coherence guardrails 

• Pair any OT-war motif with explicit NT-inflected civilian protection. 

• Avoid collective descriptors for populations; center imago-Dei language for 
noncombatants. 

• Reserve sacralized language for pastoral contexts; keep operational claims 
in prudential/legal registers. 
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14) Counter-Case: Why the Conflict Persists 

Even with the best-faith synthesis, durable pressures keep “conflicted” alive. 

14.1 Structural incentives 

• Clip economy. Algorithms favor absolutism over caveats; attention 
monetizes escalation. 

• Coalition maintenance. Donor and ally validation reward leader deference; 
detailed mercy talk can be misread as disloyalty. 

• Venue compression. Campus Q&A punishes nuance and rewards 
dominance moves. 

14.2 Cognitive and doctrinal factors 

• Identity-protective cognition. Corrections that threaten group identity are 
discounted. 

• Scriptural pluralism. Competing canonical templates permit selective 
emphasis under stress. 

• Moral exhaustion. Reiterating caveats across daily cycles is costly; rhetorical 
shortcuts creep in. 

14.3 Event volatility 

• Fog-of-war shifts. New facts or images reverse salience hierarchies faster 
than long-form recalibration can keep up. 

• Legal theater. International legal moves are easy to delegitimize or 
absolutize, leaving little room for measured uptake. 
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15) Implications 

15.1 For U.S. evangelical politics 

• The durability of Christian Zionism will depend on operationalized mercy in 
rhetoric; pastors and lay leaders will increasingly ask for specifics, not 
slogans. 

15.2 For campus discourse 

• Administrations should design content-neutral safety rules with 
transparent thresholds; activists should pre-commit to charity ratios and 
conditional concessions. 

15.3 For Israel–Diaspora and U.S. right coalitions 

• Mutual legitimations raise morale but can thin moral reasoning; explicit 
red-lines and humanitarian metrics can preserve credibility without 
severing solidarity. 

15.4 For media-native activists 

• A two-step message architecture (clarity line + pinned caveat thread) 
should be standard in wartime topics. 

• Audit-friendly claims (naming corridors, pauses, ceilings) travel better 
across hostile audiences than leader-trust claims. 

 

16) Conclusion: The Shape of a Modern Contradiction 

“Conflicted” describes a stable pattern at the junction of theology, geopolitics, and 
the attention economy. In Kirk’s case, the pattern is not reducible to incoherence 
or bad faith: it is the predictable by-product of carrying multiple, partially 
incommensurable goods—security, mercy, liberty—into adversarial, algorithmic 
venues under wartime pressure. Coherence is possible but costly. It requires 
replacing trust-proxy rhetoric with criteria; pairing intent talk with checkable 
mercy constraints; and structuring clips and campus exchanges so that at least 
one concrete caveat survives virality. Absent those guardrails, mutual 
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legitimations and role incentives will continue to harden positions while thinning 
the moral reasoning that could reconcile them. The test going forward is simple to 
state and hard to perform: keep the clarity—and keep the caveats. 
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https://media.defense.gov/2023/Jul/31/2003271432/-1/-1/0/DOD-LAW-OF-WAR-MANUAL-JUNE-2015-UPDATED-JULY%202023.PDF?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Campus speech: law & policy references 

• Brandenburg v. Ohio, 395 U.S. 444 (1969). U.S. Reports; Justia summary. 
Library of Congress Tile +1 

• Tinker v. Des Moines (1969) overview. U.S. Courts; Oyez. United States 
Courts+1 

• FIRE, Guide to Free Speech on Campus; model/time–place–manner 
resources; Spotlight report. FIRE+2FIRE+2 

• UC Free Speech Center, Free Speech Guide for Student Affairs (2019–2020). 
Free Speech Center UC 

Christian ethics & just war 

• Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II–II, Q.40 “Of War” (English translation). New 
Advent; Notre Dame trans. New Advent+1 

• Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Doctrine of Double Effect.” Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy 

• Walzer, M. Just and Unjust Wars (5th ed., 2015). Basic Books. (Publisher 
page/overview). Hachette Book Group 

• McMahan, J. Killing in War (Oxford, 2009). Oxford Academic entry. Oxford 
Academic 

Christian Zionism & U.S. religion–politics 

• Spector, S. Evangelicals and Israel: The Story of American Christian Zionism 
(OUP, 2009). OUP/Archive. Oxford University Press+1 

• Hummel, D. G. Covenant Brothers: Evangelicals, Jews, and U.S.–Israeli 
Relations (Penn, 2019). Penn Press. University of Pennsylvania Press 

• Goldman, S. God’s Country: Christian Zionism in America (Penn, 2018). Penn 
Press/JSTOR. University of Pennsylvania Press+1 

 

https://tile.loc.gov/storage-services/service/ll/usrep/usrep395/usrep395444/usrep395444.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.uscourts.gov/about-federal-courts/educational-resources/educational-activities/first-amendment-activities/tinker-v-des-moines/facts-and-case-summary-tinker-v-des-moines?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.uscourts.gov/about-federal-courts/educational-resources/educational-activities/first-amendment-activities/tinker-v-des-moines/facts-and-case-summary-tinker-v-des-moines?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.thefire.org/sites/default/files/2014/02/FIRE-Guide-to-Free-Speech-on-Campus-2nd-ed.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://freespeechcenter.universityofcalifornia.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Jonathan-Friedman-_-2019-2020-Fellowship-Research_-Free-Speech-Guide-for-Student-Affairs.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.newadvent.org/summa/3040.htm?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/double-effect/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/double-effect/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.basicbooks.com/titles/michael-walzer/just-and-unjust-wars/9780465052707/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://academic.oup.com/book/32955?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://academic.oup.com/book/32955?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/evangelicals-and-israel-9780195368024?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.pennpress.org/9780812296242/covenant-brothers/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.pennpress.org/9781512825473/gods-country/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Humanitarian access & “corridors/pauses” 

• ICRC explainer, “How humanitarian corridors work…” (June 3, 2022); NRC 
explainer (Apr 12, 2024). ICRC+1 

• CFR Education, “How Do Humanitarian Corridors, Cease-Fires, and 
Pauses…” (Nov 16, 2023). CFR Education 

Attention/clip economy & persuasion research 

• Vosoughi, S., Roy, D., & Aral, S. “The spread of true and false news online.” 
Science (2018). Science; MIT PDF. Science+1 

• Davenport, T. H., & Beck, J. C. The Attention Economy (HBS Press, 2001). 
Internet Archive/Google Books. Internet Archive+1 

• Feinberg, M., & Willer, R. “Moral reframing: A technique for effective and 
persuasive communication across political divides.” Social and Personality 
Psychology Compass (2019); Stanford News summary (2015); PNAS 
Nexus/related work (2023). Compass+2Stanford News+2 

 

Note: For readers assembling a quote dossier (Appendix A), prioritize: Netanyahu 
Oct 28, 2023 remarks; the July 24, 2024 congressional address; Kirk’s Feb 17, 2017 
tweet; and Netanyahu’s Sept 10–11, 2025 statements following the Utah incident. 
These are the most directly relevant primary items to this paper’s claims. 
Reuters+3The Times of Israel+3C-SPAN+3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.icrc.org/en/document/how-humanitarian-corridors-work?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://education.cfr.org/learn/reading/how-do-humanitarian-corridors-cease-fires-and-pauses-address-violence-conflict?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aap9559?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://archive.org/details/attentioneconomy00thom?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://compass.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/spc3.12501?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog_entry/netanyahu-goal-of-war-is-to-defeat-the-murderous-enemy-ensure-our-existence-in-our-land/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Appendix A: Timestamped Quote Dossier (verbatim) 

Purpose. A compact, audit-ready ledger of claim-events used in this paper. Each 
entry is verbatim, timecoded, and venue-labeled; coding tags align with Section 2. 

Record format (CSV, one row per claim-event). 

id, date_utc, local_time, venue, audience, link, start_tc, end_tc, speaker, 
verbatim_quote, claim_summary, tags_policy, tags_theology, tags_rhetoric, 
tags_audience, reconciliation_move, notes 

Tag keys (comma-delimited lists): 

• tags_policy: ISR_NETANYAHU_POS/NEG/NEUT; 
GAZA_FRAME:genocide_accept/reject/contest; 
JW_LAW:proportionality_affirm/minimize; discrimination_affirm/minimize; 
SPEECH_SECURITY:absolutism/conditionality/restriction_support 

• tags_theology: THEO_SCRIPTURE:OT/NT/both/none; 
THEO_THEME:enemy_love/retributive_justice/providence/covenant; 
AMALEK_USAGE:invoke/reject/reinterpret/avoid 

• tags_rhetoric: confrontation/persuasion/testimony/mobilization/satire + 
style:clip_viral/longform_qualified/debate_rapidfire/monologue 

• tags_audience: 
campus_opponents/base_evangelical/donors_institutional/general_public/
partisan_coalition 

Minimal example rows (illustrative placeholders; replace with actual verbatim). 

CE-2023-10-28-001,2023-10-
28,21:14,broadcast,general_public,<<URL>>,00:12:05,00:13:02,Speaker,"[VERBATI
M EXCERPT]",Rejects "genocide" label; centers 
intent/hostages,GAZA_FRAME:reject|JW_LAW:discrimination_affirm,Rhetoric:lon
gform_qualified,Audience:general_public,Double-effect + precision,Paired with 
"tragic necessity" 
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CE-2024-07-24-003,2024-07-
24,16:40,social,partisan_coalition,<<URL>>,,,"Speaker","[VERBATIM 
EXCERPT]",Amplifies leader remarks; deference 
proxy,ISR_NETANYAHU_POS|JW_LAW:proportionality_minimize,Rhetoric:clip_vira
l,Audience:partisan_coalition,Authority warrant,Add humanitarian caveat if 
available 

CE-2025-09-10-007,2025-09-
10,18:05,social,general_public,<<URL>>,,,"Speaker","[VERBATIM 
EXCERPT]",Hero/ally tribute framing,ISR_NETANYAHU_POS, mobilization, 
general_public,Symbolic affirmation,Track for sacralization drift 

Dossier management. 

• Keep all originals (video/audio/text) alongside transcripts. 

• Mark any inaudible words as [inaudible] with timecode. 

• If only a short clip is available, add context_status=truncated and seek long-
form source. 
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Appendix B: Glossary (operational definitions) 

• Zionism (operational): Support for Israel’s legitimacy and right to self-
defense; in coding, triggers when the speaker links U.S. policy/morality to 
Israel’s security aims. 

• Christian Zionism: Zionism articulated with evangelical theological warrants 
(covenant, providence). 

• “Genocide” (as frame label): Use of the legal/moral term to characterize 
Israel’s conduct. We code acceptance, rejection, or contestation of its 
applicability—not legal adjudication. 

• Proportionality (JW): The claim that expected civilian harm is not excessive 
relative to the concrete military advantage; “named model” when the 
speaker gives a procedure (pause triggers, target ceilings). 

• Discrimination (JW): Commitment to protect noncombatants via targeting, 
warnings, evacuations, or pauses. 

• Double effect: Civilian harm is foreseen but unintended; morally 
permissible if stringent conditions are met. 

• “Amalek” rhetoric: Invocation of biblical-enemy language to frame present 
conflict. Code invoke, reject, reinterpret, or avoid. 

• Security exceptionalism (campus): Arguments that public-safety or foreign-
influence risks justify narrowing otherwise maximal speech norms. 

• Charity ratio: Minutes (or characters) fairly summarizing an opponent’s 
argument divided by minutes (or characters) spent refuting it. 

• Leader deference: Defense of policy via trust in leaders’ judgment/intel 
rather than criteria or data. 
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Appendix C: Coding Rubric & Inter-Rater Notes 

C.1 Codebook (excerpt). 

• GAZA_FRAME:genocide_reject 
Definition: Explicit rejection of the “genocide” label for Israel’s actions. 
Inclusions: “Not genocide,” “categorically false,” intent-based rebuttal. 
Exclusions: Silence on the label. 
Edge cases: “Loaded term” without clear accept/reject → contest_terms. 

• JW_LAW:discrimination_affirm 
Definition: Mentions of civilian-sparing tactics (warnings, corridors, 
evacuations, medical aid). 
Evidence threshold: At least one concrete practice or mechanism named. 

• SPEECH_SECURITY:restriction_support 
Definition: Supports restrictions beyond content-neutral 
time/place/manner. 
Edge cases: If tailored to true threats/incitement with neutral criteria → 
conditionality instead. 

• AMALEK_USAGE:invoke 
Definition: Uses Amalek (or equivalent canonical enemy) to characterize 
current adversary or stakes. 
Reconciliation flag: If paired with explicit noncombatant caveats, mark 
paired_caveat=true. 

C.2 Multi-labeling rules. 

• Multiple tags per axis allowed; prioritize specific over generic. 

• If both longform_qualified and clip_viral versions exist of the same 
statement, log two claim-events with cross-refs. 

C.3 Reliability protocol. 

• Sample: Random 25% of claim-events double-coded. 
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• Metric: Krippendorff’s alpha (nominal); target ≥ 0.75 overall, ≥ 0.80 on 
JW_LAW axis. 

• Adjudication: Disagreements resolved by written rationale stored in 
adjudication.md; update codebook with examples after each round. 

C.4 Context integrity. 

• Any quote sourced from a short clip must be checked against longer 
footage; if unavailable, mark context_status=truncated. 

• Do not code tone (sarcasm/irony) unless explicitly signaled or confirmed by 
extended context. 
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Appendix D: Data & Reproducibility Checklist 

D.1 Repository layout (suggested). 

/data 

  /raw_media        # original video/audio/text 

  /transcripts      # verbatim .txt with timecodes 

  /clips            # derived short excerpts 

  /metadata         # CSVs: claim_events.csv, sources.csv 

/analysis 

  contradictions_matrix.csv 

  venue_aggregates.csv 

  reliability/ 

     round1_confusion_matrix.csv 

     adjudication.md 

/docs 

  paper.md 

  appendices.md 

  figures/ 

D.2 Filenames & IDs. 

• claim_events.csv uses CE-YYYY-MM-DD-SEQ IDs; sources.csv stores URL, 
capture date, and access notes. 

• All time values in UTC with local offset recorded once per venue. 

D.3 Transcript standards. 

• Include [music], [applause], [laughter], [crosstalk] when they affect 
meaning. 
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• Speaker turns prefixed SPEAKER:; line breaks at sentence boundaries. 

• Redactions bracketed [redacted: reason]. 

D.4 Transformations. 

• Any audio cleanup or ASR passes logged in metadata/transforms.json (tool, 
version, parameters). 

• Manual corrections tracked with diffable patches (.patch files). 

D.5 Analytic outputs. 

• Contradictions Matrix: columns = tension, typical_claim, strongest_counter, 
reconciliation, failure_conditions, coherence_signals, evidence_ids. 

• Venue Aggregates: per-venue caveat density, charity ratio, leader-reliance 
ratio. 

• Reliability: alpha scores by axis, with example disagreements. 

D.6 Audit trail & archiving. 

• Version control (git) with signed tags for preprints/releases. 

• Offsite archive (WORM storage) for /raw_media and /transcripts. 

• SHA-256 checksums for all media and CSV artifacts. 

D.7 Ethics & privacy. 

• Public speech only; blur faces of non-public interlocutors in posted figures if 
needed. 

• No scraping behind paywalls without permission; honor robots.txt where 
applicable. 

D.8 Reuse notes. 

• This framework is portable to other media-native activists. Replace the 
glossary terms and keep the coding axes; re-weight venue effects to match 
the new subject’s platform mix. 
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