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examining open-source intelligence data from the Strait of Hormuz blockade and the theological 
disconnect between Christian and Jewish messianic interpretations, this work argues that the 
2026 conflict represents a day of infamy for U.S. sovereignty. The transition from a balanced 
regional arbiter to a primary enforcer for a foreign state’s territorial ambitions has created a 
global economic and humanitarian crisis that challenges the foundations of the international 
order. 
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1. Introduction: The Hanukkah Declaration and the 2026 Pivot 

The geopolitical landscape of the mid-2020s underwent a seismic shift that few traditional 
analysts predicted, moving the United States away from its historical role as a cautious mediator 
toward a state of total strategic convergence with Israeli military objectives. This transformation 
was not the result of a sudden attack on American soil, but rather a psychological and 
ideological "day of infamy" that occurred within the walls of the White House. For the 
discerning observer, the late-2025 period represented a second Pearl Harbor—an internal 
breach of the America First doctrine that effectively subcontracted U.S. military power to a 
foreign theological and territorial project. The resulting 2026 Iran War, characterized by the 
administration as a defensive necessity, has since been revealed by internal dissent and 
maritime data as a calculated war of aggression. This introduction maps the descent from 
political rhetoric to kinetic warfare, illustrating how a symbolic title became the death knell for 
independent American foreign policy. 

1.1 The Rhetorical Catalyst: Levin and the "First Jewish President" 

The catalyst for this unprecedented pivot was a specific rhetorical event during a Hanukkah 
celebration at the White House on December 16, 2025. Mark Levin, a figure whose influence on 
the executive branch has shifted from media commentary to formal national security advisory, 
publicly bestowed upon Donald Trump the title of the first Jewish president to serve two non-
consecutive terms. This was not a mere expression of gratitude for the Abraham Accords or the 
Jerusalem embassy move; it was an invitation into a specific messianic framework. By affirming 
this title with a public acknowledgement of its truth, the President accepted a role that 
transcends the traditional constitutional boundaries of the American executive. 

In the eyes of Christian Apologists, this acceptance demonstrated a profound lack of theological 
discernment. The Christian understanding of the Messiah as the Divine Word made flesh stands 
in stark contrast to the traditional Jewish concept of a Mashiach as a human leader, a king, and 
a restorer of the Davidic line. By adopting the latter’s mantle in a political context, the 
administration signaled that its primary allegiance had shifted toward the earthly restoration of 
a biblical heartland—the Greater Israel project. This rhetorical surrender provided the moral 
and political cover necessary to sideline American national interests in favor of a mandate 
dictated by a foreign ally’s security requirements. 

1.2 The Strategic Realignment: From America First to Epic Fury 

The transition from a domestic-focused, isolationist-leaning America First stance to the hyper-
aggressive military posture of 2026 was facilitated by a complete overhaul of the National 
Security Strategy in early 2026. Following the Levin declaration, the administration’s policy 
began to mirror Israeli strategic doctrine with absolute fidelity. The focus shifted away from 
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containing Iranian influence through traditional sanctions toward a doctrine of total regime 
decapitation. This realignment saw the United States move from being a regional balancer to a 
primary enforcer of Israeli territorial ambitions. 

Critics argue that this was the moment the U.S. government became "Israel’s bidding," engaging 
in a conflict that offered no direct benefit to American citizens but carried immense risks to 
global stability. The administration’s willingness to ignore the counsel of its own defense 
establishment suggests that the decision-making process had been captured by a small cadre of 
advisors, including Levin, who prioritized theological and ideological alignment over empirical 
threat assessment. For the first time in over seven decades, a U.S. President appeared to be 
following the lead of a foreign state’s military planners, treating an ally’s "existential threat" as a 
primary cause for American war. 

1.3 Pre-emptive Strikes and the Collapse of Diplomacy 

The culmination of this strategic pivot arrived on February 28, 2026, with the launch of 
Operation Epic Fury. Bypassing the standard consultative processes and ignoring the warnings of 
the National Counterterrorism Center, the United States joined Israel’s Operation Roaring Lion in 
a massive coordinated strike against the Iranian state. The justification provided to the public 
relied on the assertion that Iran was on the verge of a nuclear breakout—a claim that 
contradicted reports from the IAEA and the U.S. Intelligence Community as late as mid-2025. 

The resignation of Director Joe Kent underscored the internal realization that the war was a war 
of choice, launched without the presence of an imminent threat to the American homeland. 
These initial strikes, which targeted civilian-adjacent infrastructure and leadership hubs, marked 
the definitive end of the post-WWII international order. This act of aggression set a precedent 
that would soon be scrutinized under the lens of the Nuremberg principles. As the conflict 
expanded into a global economic crisis and a humanitarian catastrophe in the Gulf, the rhetoric 
of the Hanukkah declaration remained the primary justification for a war that many now view as 
the supreme international crime of the 21st century. 

 

2. The Levin Influence: From Media Personality to National Security Advisor 

The transformation of Mark Levin from a prominent media personality into a structural architect 
of United States foreign policy represents one of the most significant shifts in the history of the 
American executive branch. Historically, media influencers have served as auxiliary voices to 
administrations, shaping public opinion from the outside. However, in the lead-up to the 2026 
Iran War, the barrier between media commentary and policy formation dissolved. Levin’s 
elevation from the radio airwaves to a formal advisory capacity provided him with the 
institutional leverage to steer the Trump administration away from its traditional non-
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interventionist instincts and toward a path of absolute regional confrontation. This transition 
was not merely a matter of proximity but a formalization of an ideological framework that 
prioritized the security of a foreign ally as the central pillar of American national defense. 

2.1 The Homeland Security Advisory Council and the Structural Shift 

A defining moment in this transition occurred on April 15, 2025, when President Trump formally 
appointed Levin to a revamped Homeland Security Advisory Council. While the council was 
ostensibly tasked with border security and domestic safety under Secretary Kristi Noem, Levin 
utilized this platform to bridge the gap between domestic security and Middle Eastern 
intervention. This appointment marked the point where the rhetoric of the first Jewish 
president moved from a talk-show segment to a government-sanctioned perspective. Within 
the council, Levin advocated for a full-spectrum pressure campaign that integrated domestic 
energy security with the systematic dismantling of Iranian regional influence. This 
institutionalization of a media firebrand allowed for the bypassing of standard bureaucratic 
vetting, as Levin’s policy recommendations were often delivered directly to the President, 
carrying the weight of a trusted political ally rather than a career diplomat. 

2.2 Sidelining Traditional America First Advisors 

The rise of the Levin influence necessitated the systematic marginalization of the traditional 
America First old guard. Throughout 2025, advisors who championed a restrained, isolationist 
foreign policy found themselves increasingly isolated as Levin’s hawkishness became the 
dominant voice in the President’s ear. This internal purge was driven by the perception that 
traditionalists were insufficiently committed to the survival of the Israeli state. By framing the 
defense of Israel as the ultimate expression of American power, Levin effectively redefined 
nationalism to include the aggressive pursuit of Middle Eastern regime change. This shift led to 
a vacuum where empirical intelligence was replaced by ideological conviction. The eventual 
resignation of figures like Joe Kent was a direct consequence of this environment, as 
professional assessments of Iranian capabilities were discarded in favor of Levin’s apocalyptic 
warnings about the necessity of a pre-emptive strike to prevent a second Pearl Harbor. 

2.3 Architect of the Post-Regime Power Vacuum Doctrine 

Levin’s influence reached its peak in the weeks surrounding the commencement of Operation 
Epic Fury. He was a primary proponent of the doctrine that the United States must not only 
destroy the Iranian military but also prepare for a total power vacuum. Comparing the situation 
to the reconstruction of Japan after World War II, Levin argued that the United States had a 
moral and strategic obligation to rewrite the Iranian constitution and install a government 
aligned with Western and Israeli interests. This post-regime doctrine was a radical departure 
from the President’s earlier rhetoric regarding the futility of nation-building. Levin successfully 
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convinced the administration that the 2026 conflict was not a mere police action but a 
civilizational necessity. By March 2026, he was publicly urging the administration to ignore 
international calls for restraint, maintaining that only the complete destruction of the Iranian 
navy, air force, and leadership would suffice to secure a tough deal. This uncompromising stance 
solidified the war’s status as an ideological crusade, guided by the very man who had first 
anointed the President with a messianic-political title. 

 

3. The "First Jewish President" Myth: Theological and Political Implications 

The emergence of the first Jewish president moniker is not merely a linguistic curiosity or an 
example of hyperbole from a loyal media surrogate; it represents a profound crisis of identity 
within the American executive branch. When Mark Levin bestowed this title upon Donald 
Trump on December 16, 2025, and the President subsequently affirmed it as a literal truth, the 
administration crossed a threshold from traditional statecraft into a form of political 
messianism. This myth-making process has served as the ideological foundation for the 2026 
Iran War, providing a pseudo-religious justification for a conflict that many professional 
intelligence officers warned was unnecessary. By adopting a sectarian identity, the presidency 
has effectively signaled that its primary strategic compass is no longer the secular Constitution 
of the United States, but a specific, localized eschatological vision. This section deconstructs the 
layers of this myth, examining how it functions as both a political tool and a theological breach 
that has permanently altered the relationship between the United States and the broader 
international community. 

3.1 Deconstructing the Title: Symbolic vs. Literal Identity 

The rhetorical maneuver performed by Levin was designed to consolidate a specific base of 
support by equating political loyalty to Israel with a fundamental change in the President’s own 
identity. Initially, the term first Jewish president was used by supporters to describe a leader 
whose policies—such as the relocation of the American embassy to Jerusalem and the 
recognition of sovereignty over the Golan Heights—were seen as uniquely beneficial to the 
Jewish state. However, the 2025 Hanukkah declaration moved beyond this symbolic 
appreciation. By stating that the description was true, Trump accepted a categorization that 
implies a biological or religious membership that does not exist. This literalization of a metaphor 
is a hallmark of the administration’s approach to reality, where the boundaries between 
objective fact and political branding are intentionally blurred. 

For the American public, the literalization of this title created a dangerous precedent. It suggests 
that a president can be "claimed" by a specific interest group or foreign power to the extent 
that their very identity is redefined. In the context of the 2026 conflict, this has meant that any 
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criticism of the war is framed not as a policy disagreement, but as a personal or even spiritual 
attack on the President’s newfound identity. This has stifled domestic dissent and created a 
environment where the administration’s actions are viewed through the lens of identity politics 
rather than national security. The myth of the Jewish president has thus functioned as a shield, 
allowing the executive to pursue a war of aggression under the guise of an inherent, almost 
genetic, obligation to a foreign ally. 

3.2 The Theological Disconnect: Christian Messiah vs. Jewish Mashiach 

The most significant danger of the first Jewish president paradigm lies in the profound 
theological confusion it creates, particularly for the President’s significant base of Christian 
supporters. From the perspective of Christian Apologetics, the Messiah is a singular, divine 
figure—the Incarnate Word who offers spiritual salvation to all humanity. This definition is 
fundamentally incompatible with the traditional Jewish concept of the Mashiach, who is 
understood as a human leader, a political restorer, and a king of the Davidic line tasked with the 
physical restoration of the nation of Israel. When Trump, a leader often buoyed by Christian 
nationalist rhetoric, accepts a title that frames him as a messianic figure in the Jewish sense, he 
is engaging in a theological category error of the highest order. 

This lack of discernment is not just a matter of religious scholarship; it has catastrophic 
geopolitical consequences. By occupying the role of a political messiah, the President has 
effectively endorsed a worldview where military conquest and territorial expansion—the 
Greater Israel project—are seen as divine mandates. For a thinking person, the danger is clear: a 
leader who believes they are fulfilling a messianic role is less likely to be restrained by the 
human costs of war or the warnings of intelligence agencies. This theological blind spot has 
allowed the administration to frame Operation Epic Fury as a crusade of destiny rather than a 
strategic choice. In doing so, it has alienated traditional Christian thinkers who view this 
conflation of a secular leader with a divine office as a form of modern idolatry. 

3.3 The Political Cost of Messianic Branding 

The political cost of this messianic branding has been the total erosion of American diplomatic 
flexibility. Once a leader is branded as the first Jewish president, their ability to act as an 
impartial arbiter in Middle Eastern affairs is permanently compromised. Every move toward 
peace is seen as a betrayal of this chosen identity, while every escalation of violence is seen as 
its fulfillment. This was evident in the lead-up to the 2026 war, where the administration 
systematically dismantled the diplomatic infrastructure that had previously managed the Iranian 
threat. The branding served to moralize the conflict, making it impossible for the United States 
to pursue any path other than total regime change. 
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Furthermore, this branding has created a deep rift within the United States military and 
intelligence communities. As noted in the resignations of several high-ranking officials in early 
2026, the perception that the war was being fought for an ideological myth rather than a 
verified threat led to a crisis of morale. When the President’s identity is tied to the strategic 
goals of a foreign power, the chain of command is stressed by the suspicion that the mission is 
not in the best interest of the American people. The political cost is therefore not just a loss of 
international standing, but a domestic fracture that threatens the very cohesion of the U.S. 
national security apparatus. The myth of the first Jewish president, while powerful for a specific 
audience, has proven to be a strategic liability that led the nation into a war of aggression. 

 

4. Manufacturing the Threat: The Sidelining of U.S. Intelligence 

The escalation toward Operation Epic Fury was marked by a widening chasm between the 
empirical findings of the United States Intelligence Community and the strategic narrative 
advanced by the White House. While the administration maintained that Iran posed an 
immediate and existential danger to American interests, internal documents and high-level 
resignations have since suggested a systematic effort to marginalize any data that contradicted 
the path toward war. This section examines how the technical assessments of the nation’s top 
analysts were sidelined in favor of an ideological mandate, creating a scenario where 
intelligence was not used to inform policy, but to justify it post hoc. The divergence between the 
known facts and the public declarations of the early 2026 period serves as a case study in the 
erosion of objective oversight within the national security apparatus. 

4.1 The Conflict of Assessments: NCTC vs. The White House 

The first major crack in the administration’s unified front appeared on March 17, 2026, with the 
high-profile resignation of Joe Kent, the Director of the National Counterterrorism Center. In a 
move that shocked Washington, Kent—a Trump appointee and former Special Forces officer—
publicly stated that he could no longer support a conflict based on what he termed a 
manufactured premise. His resignation letter explicitly argued that Iran had posed no imminent 
threat to the United States prior to the February strikes. Kent’s departure highlighted a 
fundamental disagreement: while the White House, influenced by advisors like Mark Levin, 
viewed Iran’s strategic intent as a casus belli, the professional intelligence community found no 
evidence of an actual, impending attack on American soil or assets. 

This internal friction was not limited to the NCTC. Throughout late 2025 and early 2026, reports 
from the broader intelligence community consistently assessed that the Iranian regime was 
focused on internal stability and regional deterrence rather than offensive action against the 
West. However, these findings were repeatedly characterized by administration officials as being 
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out of touch with the new reality of the Middle East. By prioritizing political loyalty and 
ideological alignment over raw intelligence data, the administration effectively blinded itself to 
alternative perspectives, ensuring that the march toward Operation Epic Fury continued 
without the friction of factual dissent. 

4.2 The Omitted Testimony of Tulsi Gabbard 

The tension between intelligence and policy was further illustrated during the Senate 
Intelligence Committee hearings on March 18, 2026. Director of National Intelligence Tulsi 
Gabbard faced intense questioning regarding her assessment of Iran’s nuclear capabilities. It 
was revealed during the hearing that a significant portion of her written testimony—stating that 
Iran’s nuclear enrichment program had been obliterated in 2025 and that no efforts had been 
made to rebuild it—had been omitted from her oral opening statement. Under pressure from 
lawmakers, Gabbard conceded that the intelligence community’s technical assessment 
remained that Iran had made no progress toward a nuclear weapon in the year preceding the 
war. 

This omission was not a mere oversight; it reflected the administration's broader strategy of 
controlling the flow of information to sustain public and congressional support for the war. By 
downplaying the intelligence community’s findings that the nuclear threat was effectively 
neutralized, the administration was able to maintain the rhetoric of a ticking clock. Gabbard’s 
subsequent defense—that only the President has the authority to determine what constitutes 
an imminent threat—marked a significant shift in the role of the DNI. It suggested that the 
intelligence community’s function was no longer to provide an independent check on executive 
power, but to provide a menu of facts from which the President could select those that 
supported his pre-determined course of action. 

4.3 The Imminence Doctrine and Executive Autonomy 

The legal and strategic justification for Operation Epic Fury rested on a radical expansion of the 
doctrine of imminence. Traditionally, an imminent threat required evidence of a specific, 
tangible attack about to occur. In the 2026 context, the administration, championed by figures 
like Pete Hegseth and John Ratcliffe, redefined imminence to include potential future 
capabilities and the long-term strategic intent of the adversary. This redefinition allowed the 
White House to bypass the requirements for an armed attack as defined under international law 
and the UN Charter. By arguing that a threat is imminent whenever the President deems it so, 
the administration effectively declared executive autonomy from the constraints of empirical 
intelligence. 

This expansion of executive power was precisely what critics, including those viewing the 
situation through the lens of a second Pearl Harbor, found most alarming. It represented a 
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fundamental shift in how the United States defines security, moving away from a reactive, 
defense-oriented posture to a pre-emptive, ideological one. When the power to define an 
imminent threat is detached from the consensus of the intelligence community, the threshold 
for war is lowered significantly. The 2026 Iran War stands as the primary example of this new 
doctrine in action, where the manufactured perception of a threat replaced the verified 
existence of one, leading to a conflict that continues to reshape the global order. 

 

5. Operation Epic Fury: The Legal Case for a War of Aggression 

The commencement of Operation Epic Fury on February 28, 2026, represents what many 
international legal scholars describe as a definitive break from the rules-based international 
order established after World War II. Under the framework of the United Nations Charter, the 
use of force is strictly prohibited except in cases of individual or collective self-defense against 
an actual or imminent armed attack. The joint United States and Israeli strikes, which targeted 
over a thousand sites across the Iranian plateau, lacked the essential legal prerequisite of a prior 
armed attack by the sovereign state of Iran. This absence of a clear casus belli has led to a 
growing consensus among global jurists that the conflict constitutes a war of aggression—the 
very crime for which the Nazi leadership was prosecuted at Nuremberg. 

5.1 The Supreme International Crime and the Nuremberg Precedent 

The International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg famously characterized aggressive war as the 
supreme international crime, differing from other war crimes only in that it contains within itself 
the accumulated evil of the whole. In the context of 2026, the argument for aggression rests on 
the fact that Operation Epic Fury was a war of choice, not necessity. Independent monitors and 
organizations such as the European Center for Constitutional and Human Rights have noted that 
the administration provided no evidence of an imminent threat that would justify pre-emption 
under Article 51 of the UN Charter. By launching a full-scale invasion of Iranian airspace and 
infrastructure to achieve the political goals of the Greater Israel project, the United States and 
Israel have arguably committed a crime against peace. This legal designation precedes all 
subsequent tactical violations, as the entire moral and legal basis of the conflict is rooted in an 
unlawful act of initiation. 

5.2 Collective Self-Defense vs. Territorial Ambition 

The administration’s primary legal defense for the war is the doctrine of collective self-defense, 
articulated in a State Department memorandum on April 21, 2026. This memo argues that the 
United States acted at the explicit request of Israel to neutralize an existential threat. However, 
legal experts point out that collective self-defense is only triggered by an armed attack, not the 
mere existence of a regional rival. The shift in U.S. policy toward fulfilling the strategic 
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requirements of a foreign ally—regardless of the absence of a direct threat to the American 
homeland—undermines the concept of national sovereignty. Critics argue that the 2026 Iran 
War is the first time the U.S. military has been utilized as a primary enforcer for a foreign state’s 
territorial expansion and regional hegemony. This subordination of American law to the tactical 
needs of Israel constitutes a secondary breach of the constitutional duty to protect the United 
States from unnecessary and illegal foreign entanglements. 

5.3 The Minab School Strike: A Case Study in Unlawful Targeting 

The most devastating evidence of the war’s illegal nature is found in the tactical conduct of the 
campaign, specifically the strike on the Shajareh Tayyebeh primary school in Minab on February 
28. This single event, which resulted in the deaths of approximately 175 schoolgirls, has become 
the primary exhibit in the case for war crimes within the broader context of aggression. While 
the Pentagon has characterized the event as a mistake and launched an internal inquiry, the 
legal implications remain severe. Under international humanitarian law, the distinction between 
military and civilian targets is absolute. The failure to verify the nature of the target before 
launching a high-precision strike suggests a level of negligence that mirrors the administration’s 
broader disregard for legal constraints. For the international community, the Minab massacre 
serves as a visceral reminder that a war of aggression inevitably leads to systemic violations of 
human life, further solidifying the Nuremberg-era argument that the initiation of an illegal war 
is the root of all subsequent atrocities. 

 

6. The Greater Israel Project: Strategic Alignment and Territorial Ambitions 

The geopolitical upheaval of 2026 has brought the long-debated Greater Israel project from the 
periphery of religious and political discourse into the center of operational reality. While the 
administration frames Operation Epic Fury as a necessary defense of global security, 
independent analysts and regional monitors view the conflict as a calculated effort to clear the 
path for Israeli territorial expansion. The "Greater Israel" vision, traditionally defined as the 
restoration of biblical borders stretching from the Nile to the Euphrates, has transitioned from a 
theological aspiration to a strategic blueprint. By systematically degrading the military 
capabilities of Iran and its regional partners, the United States has effectively provided the 
vacuum necessary for a fundamental redrawing of the Middle Eastern map. This alignment 
suggests that the American military is no longer acting as an independent force but as the 
primary enforcer for a specific nationalist and religious project. 

6.1 The Hexagon Alliance and the Shift to Systemic Neutralization 

A critical component of this territorial ambition was the announcement of the Hexagon Alliance 
on February 22, 2026. This framework, unveiled by Prime Minister Netanyahu just days before 
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the outbreak of open hostilities, positioned Israel at the technological and security core of a 
new regional order. Unlike previous security arrangements, the Hexagon Alliance moved away 
from the containment of Iranian influence toward a doctrine of systemic neutralization. By 
involving partners such as India to provide demographic and manufacturing heft, the alliance 
created a powerful bloc capable of sustaining a long-term campaign of regional restructuring. 
For the United States, participation in this alliance marked a definitive departure from seventy-
five years of balanced diplomacy. The strategic alignment ensures that American firepower is 
utilized to dismantle the "Shiite fortress" that has historically blocked Israeli hegemony in the 
east, thereby fulfilling a primary prerequisite of the Greater Israel project. 

6.2 Territorial Expansion under the Cover of Conflict 

The 2026 Iran War has provided the necessary diversion for significant territorial shifts within 
and near Israel’s borders. In February 2026, as global attention was fixed on the buildup to 
Operation Epic Fury, the Israeli government accelerated land registrations and settlement 
approvals in the West Bank, referred to by the administration as Judea and Samaria. These 
actions were paired with stepped-up security operations designed to create "defensible depth" 
and secure internal corridors. Simultaneously, the military campaign in the north saw rapid 
Israeli advances toward the Litani River in Lebanon. By March 2026, the neutralization of 
Hezbollah’s command chains allowed for a level of territorial control that would have been 
impossible without the broader cover of a regional war. This pattern of behavior indicates that 
the "existential threat" posed by Iran was leveraged as a casus belli to facilitate a permanent 
change in the region’s geography and demographic distribution. 

6.3 The U.S. State Department’s Admission of Subordination 

The most compelling evidence of the strategic alignment between the United States and the 
Greater Israel project is found in the U.S. State Department’s own legal justifications. On April 
21, 2026, a memorandum from the Legal Adviser explicitly stated that the United States was 
engaged in military operations "at the request of and in the collective self-defense of its Israeli 
ally." This admission confirms that the initiation of Operation Epic Fury was not driven by an 
independent assessment of American national security but was a response to the strategic 
requirements of a foreign power. For the American public, this represents a historic surrender of 
sovereignty. The administration’s willingness to expend American lives and treasure to secure 
the territorial ambitions of a foreign state underscores the success of the "first Jewish 
president" narrative. By conflating American interests with the realization of an ancient religious 
vision, the administration has successfully harnessed the U.S. military to a project that many 
believe has brought the world to the brink of a civilizational catastrophe. 
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7. The 2026 Iran War Timeline: From Pre-emptive Strikes to the Fragile Ceasefire 

The trajectory of the 2026 Iran War—a conflict that began without a formal declaration or a 
specific act of provocation against the American homeland—serves as a chronological 
testament to the new messianic-strategic paradigm of the Trump administration. From the 
initial "day of infamy" on February 28 to the current maritime standoff in late April, the war has 
been characterized by high-intensity precision strikes and a total disregard for the traditional 
diplomatic off-ramps that previously governed West Asian geopolitics. This timeline highlights 
the key military milestones and the rapid transition from a localized operation to a global 
economic crisis. 

7.1 The Opening Salvo: February 28, 2026 

Operation Epic Fury commenced at midmorning on February 28, 2026, with a coordinated aerial 
and cyber assault of unprecedented scale. In the first twelve hours alone, U.S. and Israeli forces 
conducted nearly nine00 strikes, targeting the very heart of the Iranian state. The primary 
objective was decapitation: the initial wave successfully targeted and killed Supreme Leader Ali 
Khamenei along with scores of senior government and military officials. This act was justified by 
the administration as a pre-emptive necessity to prevent a "nuclear Pearl Harbor," despite the 
lack of evidence that Iran had reauthorized its weapons program. The sheer volume of the first 
day’s attacks, involving the largest military flyover in the history of the Israeli Air Force, signaled 
that this was not a punitive strike but the initiation of a systemic war of regime removal. 

7.2 Forty Days of Sustained Combat 

Following the initial decapitation strikes, the conflict entered a phase of sustained, high-tempo 
combat that lasted for forty days. During this period, the United States and Israel focused on the 
total degradation of Iran’s military-industrial base. CentCom forces and the IDF executed over 
twenty-three thousand strikes collectively, targeting missile production facilities, naval assets, 
and air defense networks. By mid-March, the administration claimed that Iran’s conventional 
military capability had been reduced to near-zero, yet the regime proved resilient. Under the 
new leadership of Mojtaba Khamenei and stabilized by the Revolutionary Guard Corps, Iran 
transitioned to an asymmetric defensive posture, utilizing "dark fleet" tactics and regional 
proxies to continue resisting the joint-coalition pressure. The human cost during this phase was 
staggering, with civilian deaths mounting in cities like Minab and Tehran, as the coalition’s 
"laser-focused" mission increasingly blurred the lines between military and civilian 
infrastructure. 

7.3 The Islamabad Talks and the April 8 Ceasefire 

By early April, the global economic fallout and the sheer intensity of the violence led to a 
brokered intervention by Pakistan. On April 8, 2026, a two-week ceasefire was announced, 
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intended to provide a window for negotiations in Islamabad. The Trump administration used 
this lull to demand a "Golden Age" deal—a total capitulation that would see Iran permanently 
surrender all enrichment capabilities and its ballistic missile program. However, the talks stalled 
almost immediately. The Iranian delegation, emboldened by their ability to maintain low-level 
disruptions in the Strait of Hormuz, refused to accept terms that they characterized as a 
"surrender of sovereignty." The failure of the Islamabad talks underscored the administration’s 
core assumption: that decapitation would lead to an immediate collapse of the Iranian state. 
Instead, it produced a more radicalized and desperate leadership. 

7.4 Current Status: The Standoff and the Naval Blockade 

As the ceasefire began to fracture in mid-April, President Trump announced a formal naval 
blockade of Iran on April 13, 2026. Stating that he was "in no rush" for a deal, the President 
instructed the U.S. Navy to "shoot and kill" any Iranian vessels attempting to choke traffic in the 
Strait of Hormuz. This transition from kinetic strikes to a "counter-blockade" has created the 
current standoff. As of April 24, 2026, the situation remains a paralyzed pincer movement. 
While the U.S. and Israel control the open seas, the IRGC maintains a "permission-based" transit 
regime within the narrowest parts of the Strait, effectively deciding which ships can pass 
through the world's most critical energy corridor. This standoff represents the culmination of 
the "Second Pearl Harbor" logic: a war that was supposed to secure the region has instead 
created a permanent state of high-risk military and economic entrapment. 

 

8. The Strait of Hormuz Blockade: OSINT Realities vs. Administration Narrative 

As of late April 2026, the Strait of Hormuz has transformed from a vital global energy artery into 
a paralyzed military theater. While the Trump administration’s public narrative emphasizes the 
restoration of freedom of navigation and the efficacy of its "shoot and kill" orders against 
Iranian small boats, open-source intelligence (OSINT) paints a starkly different reality. The 
current situation is defined by a "pincer movement" in which the United States’ naval blockade 
of Iranian ports and Iran’s retaliatory restrictions on the waterway have effectively strangled 
commercial flow. Far from being "unblocked," the Strait is now a dead zone where the IRGC 
maintains a "permission-based" transit regime, forcing the few remaining vessels to navigate 
under the shadow of a dual-blockade that has triggered the largest fuel supply disruption in 
human history. 
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8.1 The Failure of the "Counter-Blockade" Strategy 

On April 13, 2026, the United States formally implemented a naval blockade targeting all vessels 
entering or departing Iranian coastal areas. The administration argued that this "counter-
blockade" would force the Iranian regime to end its own restrictions on the Strait. However, 
maritime tracking data reveals that this strategy has failed to restore normalcy. Instead of 
facilitating trade, the U.S. presence has finalized the withdrawal of commercial shipping from 
the region. Since the blockade began, the number of ships transiting the Strait has plummeted 
by over 95 percent compared to pre-war levels. While the administration celebrates the 
interception and seizure of vessels like the Iran-flagged Touska, OSINT monitors report that 
global insurance premiums have rendered the passage un-navigable for the vast majority of 
commercial operators, regardless of U.S. naval escort. 

8.2 The Larak Corridor and Iranian Authority 

Despite the massive deployment of U.S. and Israeli naval assets, the IRGC has successfully 
entrenched a "permission-based" transit regime known as the Larak Corridor. By utilizing the 
narrow territorial waters south of Hormuz and Larak islands, Iran has established what it terms 
the "Path of Authority." OSINT data confirms that the few ships still moving through the Strait 
are doing so only with explicit authorization from Iranian Revolutionary Guard forces. This 
selective blockade allows Iran to maintain leverage over energy exports while forcing the United 
States into a reactive posture. The administration’s narrative that it has "secured" the Strait is 
contradicted by the daily reality of vessels being rerouted or turned back by Iranian threats, 
demonstrating that the decapitation of Iran’s central leadership has not translated into a loss of 
tactical control over this critical chokepoint. 

8.3 The Economic Standoff and the "Shoot and Kill" Orders 

The administration’s decision to authorize "shoot and kill" orders against Iranian fast-attack craft 
has further destabilized the maritime environment. While intended to deter Iranian mine-laying 
and harassment, these orders have instead triggered a cycle of rapid escalation. In mid-April, 
the seizure of the Touska by the 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit was met with immediate 
Iranian drone strikes against U.S. ships, illustrating the fragility of the current standoff. For the 
global economy, the result is a total paralysis of the 20 percent of global petroleum and LNG 
that typically traverses the waterway. OSINT analysis indicates that "blocking a block" has not 
produced an unblock; it has produced a permanent state of high-risk military entrapment. The 
gap between the White House’s claims of a "Golden Age" of energy security and the 95 percent 
drop in actual traffic highlights the ideological disconnect at the heart of the 2026 Iran War. 
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9. Human and Economic Costs: The Global Fallout of the Dual-Blockade 

The human and economic devastation wrought by the 2026 Iran War has reached a scale that 
defies the clinical descriptions found in Pentagon briefings. What was initially marketed as a 
surgical campaign to decapitate a hostile regime has devolved into a grinding humanitarian 
catastrophe and a global economic shockwave. The dual-blockade of the Strait of Hormuz—the 
combined effect of Iranian defensive mines and the United States’ retaliatory maritime 
isolation—has effectively severed the primary artery of the global energy supply. This section 
examines the profound toll of the conflict, from the thousands of lives lost in the initial strikes to 
the systemic collapse of international markets that has pushed even stable Western economies 
to the brink of a new Great Depression. 

9.1 The Humanitarian Crisis: Civilian Casualties and Displacement 

The human cost of Operation Epic Fury became apparent within the first hours of the February 
28 strikes. While the administration touted the precision of its munitions, the reality on the 
ground in cities like Tehran, Minab, and Bandar Abbas was far more chaotic. The strike on the 
Shajareh Tayyebeh primary school in Minab stands as the most visible tragedy of the campaign, 
resulting in the deaths of nearly 180 young girls. Beyond this single event, human rights 
monitors estimate that over six thousand Iranians have been killed since the conflict began, 
many of whom were non-combatants caught in the crossfire of decapitation strikes against IRGC 
infrastructure often located within urban centers. 

Displacement has also reached critical levels. Hundreds of thousands of civilians have fled the 
coastal regions and major metropolitan hubs, seeking refuge in the Iranian interior or 
attempting to cross into neighboring Iraq and Turkey. This mass migration has overwhelmed 
regional humanitarian agencies, which were already struggling with the fallout of the 2025 
regional tensions. The lack of a clear post-war reconstruction plan, coupled with the 
administration's "no rush" attitude toward a ceasefire, suggests that the humanitarian suffering 
is being utilized as a tool of psychological pressure, a tactic that has drawn sharp criticism from 
the United Nations and international aid organizations. 

9.2 Global Energy Paralysis: The Collapse of the Oil Market 

Economically, the 2026 Iran War has triggered a supply shock that surpasses the 1973 and 1979 
crises combined. The Strait of Hormuz, through which twenty percent of the world’s petroleum 
and liquefied natural gas (LNG) normally flows, is for all practical purposes closed to commercial 
traffic. Despite the United States' attempts to "unblock" the waterway through naval force, the 
risk of Iranian drone attacks and the prohibitive cost of insurance have caused global shipping 
giants to abandon the route entirely. This has resulted in an immediate twenty percent 
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reduction in global energy supply, leading to a vertical spike in oil prices that has decimated the 
purchasing power of consumers worldwide. 

The impact has been most acute in Asia, particularly in China and Japan, which rely heavily on 
Persian Gulf exports. Fuel shortages have led to industrial slowdowns and widespread blackouts 
in major manufacturing hubs. In the United States, the administration’s claim that domestic 
production would insulate the country from the fallout has proven incorrect. The global nature 
of energy pricing means that even American consumers are facing record-high fuel costs, which 
have cascaded into the price of food and essential goods. The "Golden Age" of energy promised 
by the proponents of the war has instead manifested as a period of scarcity and extreme 
volatility. 

9.3 Supply Chain Fractures and the Looming Global Depression 

The economic fallout extends far beyond the gas pump. The paralysis of the Strait of Hormuz 
has disrupted the complex, just-in-time supply chains that define the modern global economy. 
With transit costs soaring as ships are rerouted around the Cape of Good Hope or forced to wait 
for passage through the Panama Canal—which is also facing its own logistical bottlenecks—the 
price of everything from semiconductors to agricultural fertilizers has skyrocketed. This 
inflationary pressure is occurring simultaneously with a contraction in industrial output, creating 
a classic stagflationary environment that central banks are struggling to manage. 

For the international community, the 2026 conflict is increasingly seen as the death knell of the 
post-Cold War era of globalization. Nations are turning inward, prioritizing national security and 
local production over global cooperation. The massive expenditure of American capital to 
sustain the blockade and the ongoing military operations has added trillions to the national 
debt, further weakening the global status of the dollar. As the war enters its third month with 
no resolution in sight, the prospect of a synchronized global depression is no longer a 
theoretical risk but a looming reality. The strategic alignment that favored the Greater Israel 
project has thus come at the cost of the very economic stability that once underpinned 
American global leadership. 

 

10. Theological Divergence: Christian Apologetics and the Messianic Title 

The labeling of a United States President as the first Jewish president has created a profound 
theological rift that transcends simple political disagreement. For the Christian Apologist, this 
title is not merely a secular honorific but a direct challenge to the foundational christology that 
underpins the Western tradition. By accepting and validating this nomenclature, the 
administration has waded into a complex web of messianic expectations that are fundamentally 
incompatible with the Christian worldview. This section explores the deep-seated theological 
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friction between the Christian definition of the Messiah as a divine savior and the traditional 
Jewish expectation of a human political restorer, arguing that the 2026 Iran War is the kinetic 
manifestation of this unresolved theological confusion. 

10.1 The Nature of the Messiah: Divine Savior vs. Political King 

The core of the divergence lies in the definition of the messianic office. In Christian Apologetics, 
the Messiah is the second person of the Trinity—the eternal Word made flesh—whose kingdom 
is not of this world. His mission is spiritual reconciliation and the salvation of humanity through 
sacrifice. Conversely, the traditional Jewish concept of the Mashiach, which Mark Levin’s 
rhetoric invokes, is that of a human leader, a military hero, and a king who restores the Davidic 
monarchy and gathers the exiles to the land of Israel. When a secular political leader like Donald 
Trump is hailed with this title, it suggests a shift in the perceived source of salvation. 

For the thinking Christian, the danger is that the "first Jewish president" title frames the 
President as an agent of an earthly, political messianism rather than a leader bound by a higher, 
universal moral law. This is the theological "second Pearl Harbor"—the internal surrender of the 
Christian mandate for spiritual peace to a secular-nationalist project for territorial restoration. 
The administration’s willingness to ignite a global war in pursuit of regional goals suggests that it 
has adopted the role of the earthly restorer, prioritizing the physical boundaries of a "Greater 
Israel" over the spiritual and ethical requirements of the Christian faith. 

10.2 The Erosion of Discernment in the Christian Base 

The political success of the "first Jewish president" narrative relies on a widespread erosion of 
theological discernment among a significant portion of the American electorate. Many 
proponents of the 2026 Iran War use Christian language to justify what is essentially a 
geopolitical campaign. By framing the destruction of the Iranian regime as a prerequisite for the 
"return" or a biblical "awakening," these voices have successfully conflated American military 
power with divine providence. 

Christian Apologists argue that this conflation is a form of modern idolatry. It replaces the divine 
Messiah with a human surrogate who wields the power of the state to achieve prophetic ends. 
This lack of discernment has allowed the administration to bypass the ethical constraints of 
"Just War" theory, as the conflict is no longer viewed through the lens of international law or 
human suffering, but as an inevitable step in an apocalyptic script. The 2026 conflict 
demonstrates the catastrophic results of a theology that has been hollowed out and repurposed 
to serve the tactical needs of a foreign state’s expansionist agenda. 
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10.3 The Greater Israel Project as Theological Displacement 

Ultimately, the alignment between the Trump administration and the Greater Israel project 
represents a displacement of Christian eschatology by a secular-nationalist one. In this 
framework, the United States is no longer seen as a sovereign nation with its own distinct 
interests and moral obligations, but as a secondary instrument for the realization of a specific 
religious-territorial vision. This displacement is the root cause of the "war of aggression" now 
being debated in international forums like Nuremberg. 

When the Messiah is redefined as a human king who restores a physical kingdom, the use of 
force becomes a primary tool for "salvation." The strikes on Iranian cities and the blockade of 
the Strait of Hormuz are, in this view, not just military operations but acts of "cleansing" 
required to secure the biblical heartland. For the Christian Apologist, this is a betrayal of the 
true Messiah’s teachings on peace and reconciliation. The 2026 Iran War stands as a grim 
monument to what happens when a global superpower loses its theological and civic bearings, 
allowing a media-driven myth to replace the profound truths of its foundational faith. 

 

11. The Nuremberg Precedent: Accountability in the Post-2026 Era 

The initiation of Operation Epic Fury has forced a historic return to the legal principles 
established during the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. As the 2026 Iran War 
continues to destabilize the global order, the international legal community has shifted its focus 
from tactical inquiries to the foundational question of the war's legality. The Nuremberg 
precedent holds that the planning, preparation, initiation, or waging of a war of aggression is 
the supreme international crime. In the post-2026 era, the United States and Israel find 
themselves facing an unprecedented level of global scrutiny, as the absence of a verifiable 
imminent threat from Iran has transformed the conflict into a case study for modern 
accountability. This section explores the application of these mid-century legal standards to the 
current administration, examining whether the fusion of media influence and executive power 
can be held liable under the laws of nations. 

11.1 The Crime of Aggression: Reviving the Nuremberg Standard 

At the heart of the Nuremberg legacy is the conviction that leaders who initiate wars of choice 
are personally responsible for the resulting loss of life and destruction. In the current conflict, 
the primary legal challenge stems from the fact that the February 2026 strikes were launched as 
a pre-emptive measure without the authorization of the United Nations Security Council or a 
clear act of self-defense. International jurists argue that the manufacture of a nuclear threat, 
which was later contradicted by reports from the intelligence community and figures such as 
Joe Kent, mirrors the deceptive justifications used by previous aggressors in the twentieth 
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century. By prioritizing the territorial goals of the Greater Israel project over the defense of 
American soil, the administration has arguably committed a crime against peace. The revival of 
the Nuremberg standard serves as a reminder that the invocation of national security does not 
grant a sovereign state the right to bypass the fundamental prohibitions against aggressive war. 

11.2 Individual Responsibility: The Advisor and the Executive 

A unique aspect of the post-2026 legal landscape is the focus on the role of non-traditional 
advisors in the lead-up to the war. The Nuremberg principles established that individual 
responsibility extends not only to those who pull the trigger but also to the architects and 
propagandists who facilitate the crime of aggression. The influence of Mark Levin, who 
transitioned from a media personality to a formal national security advisor, is central to this 
discussion. Legal scholars are currently debating whether the rhetoric of the first Jewish 
president and the consistent call for the destruction of the Iranian state constitute an 
incitement to aggression. If the war is eventually adjudicated as an illegal act, the precedent 
suggests that both the executive who authorized the strikes and the advisors who manufactured 
the ideological justification could be held accountable. This expansion of responsibility serves as 
a warning against the hollowing out of traditional diplomatic institutions in favor of personality-
driven policy. 

11.3 Restoring the Rule of Law in a Multipolar World 

The outcome of the current standoff in the Strait of Hormuz will likely determine the future of 
international law for the remainder of the century. If the United States and Israel are able to 
conduct a war of aggression with impunity, the post-WWII framework of sovereign equality and 
non-aggression may effectively collapse. However, the growing movement within the United 
Nations and the International Court of Justice to investigate the 2026 conflict suggests a 
renewed commitment to the rule of law. The demands for accountability are being driven by a 
multipolar coalition of nations that view the second Pearl Harbor not just as a betrayal of 
American values, but as a threat to global stability. Restoring the rule of law requires a 
recognition that even the most powerful nations are subject to the prohibitions against 
aggressive war. The Nuremberg precedent remains the most potent tool for ensuring that the 
2026 Iran War does not become the blueprint for a future defined by unchecked regional 
expansion and ideological warfare. 

 

12. Conclusion: Sovereignty and the Future of the America First Doctrine 

The 2026 Iran War, launched under the operational banner of Epic Fury, stands as the definitive 
marker of a new and controversial era in American history. For those who view the events of 
late 2025 and early 2026 as a second Pearl Harbor, the conflict represents more than a military 
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engagement; it is the final surrender of the America First doctrine to an ideological framework 
that prioritizes the strategic and eschatological requirements of a foreign power. The transition 
from a nationalist policy of restraint to a global crusade for regime change—conducted at the 
request of and for the benefit of the Greater Israel project—has fundamentally altered the 
nature of U.S. sovereignty. By examining the synthesis of media influence, executive autonomy, 
and manufactured intelligence, it becomes clear that the United States has exited the post-Cold 
War era and entered a period where the traditional definitions of national interest have been 
replaced by a messianic political paradigm. 

12.1 The Legacy of the "First Jewish President" Paradigm 

The lasting impact of Mark Levin’s "first Jewish president" declaration lies in its successful 
hollowing out of the American executive’s independent identity. By affirming this title, the 
presidency accepted a role as the primary defender of a specific theological and territorial 
vision, effectively subcontracting American military power to the goals of a regional ally. This 
paradigm has created a structural vulnerability where the U.S. national security apparatus is no 
longer guided by empirical data or domestic consensus, but by the perceived necessity of 
fulfilling an ideological mandate. The 2026 conflict demonstrates that when the office of the 
presidency is branded with a sectarian or foreign-aligned identity, the ability to act as a 
sovereign arbiter of the American interest is lost. The future of the American executive now 
rests on whether the office can be disentangled from these localized messianic expectations or 
if the 2026 precedent will become the permanent standard for U.S. leadership. 

12.2 The Collapse of the America First Doctrine 

The 2026 Iran War marks the functional end of the America First doctrine as it was originally 
understood. What was once a movement focused on domestic renewal, border security, and 
the avoidance of "forever wars" has been repurposed into a vehicle for aggressive regional 
restructuring. The decision to ignore the warnings of the intelligence community and the 
resignation of high-level officials like Joe Kent highlight the internal fracture caused by this shift. 
For the American public, the cost of this transition is measured in the record-high energy prices, 
the global economic stagnation caused by the dual-blockade of the Strait of Hormuz, and the 
loss of international moral standing. The doctrine that was supposed to protect the American 
worker from foreign entanglements has instead led to the largest military and economic 
overextension in decades, all in pursuit of a "Greater Israel" that offers no tangible security 
benefit to the average American citizen. 

12.3 Sovereignty in a Post-Epic Fury World 

As the world moves into the post-2026 era, the concept of U.S. sovereignty must be re-
evaluated. The "Second Pearl Harbor" logic has produced a world where the United States is no 
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longer a detached superpower but a participant in a cycle of perpetual regional conflict. The 
blockade of the Strait of Hormuz and the ongoing standoff with the IRGC suggest that the U.S. is 
now stuck in a military pincer of its own making. Restoring true sovereignty will require a 
rejection of the "manufactured threat" model and a return to a foreign policy based on 
verifiable national interests and the rule of law as defined at Nuremberg. The lessons of the 
2026 Iran War are clear: when a nation’s military might is harnessed to an ideological myth and 
a foreign territorial project, the result is not a "Golden Age" of security, but a day of infamy that 
threatens the very foundations of the republic. The future of American sovereignty depends on 
the nation’s ability to reclaim its identity as an independent power, free from the theological 
and political bidding of external actors. 
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