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      EPIGRAPH

“The highest form of idolatry is to worship the state, the flag, or the leader, and call it God. Theology either serves power or challenges it; it is never neutral.”




— Sado Faraji
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  Foreword



FOREWORD: THE GEOPOLITICS OF SCRIPTURE

This book is not a neutral inquiry. It is a confrontation.




For too long, religion has been utilized to silence the oppressed, sanctify the powerful, and manufacture obedience. From the pulpits of Riyadh to the seminaries of Texas, theology has been stripped of its ethical soul and repurposed as a tool of empire. This is the Obedience-Industrial Complex, a systemic, interlocking apparatus where finance, military power, and religious authority converge to enforce conformity.

We trace this complex back to its architectural roots: Zionism and Salafi-State Theology (SST). These are twin ideologies, often in conflict, yet structurally identical in their function: systems of control, cloaked in sacred language but driven by geopolitical ambition. Their rise is the result of The Geopolitics of Scripture—the process by which ancient texts are actively transformed into territorial and political instruments by state actors.

The manipulation of scripture for political ends is not new. Throughout history, empires have sought divine sanction for their conquests. What distinguishes our contemporary moment is the sophistication and global reach of this manipulation. We live in an age where footnotes in a reference Bible can shape foreign policy for decades, where oil wealth can export a single theological interpretation to millions of mosques worldwide, and where prophetic texts written for liberation are inverted into justifications for occupation and suppression.

I write this as a witness. I have seen how faith is twisted into slogans, how dissent is criminalized, and how the prophetic call for justice is replaced by a political demand for allegiance. I have watched communities torn apart by theologies that demand absolute submission to earthly rulers while claiming to serve a transcendent God. I have heard the silences—the questions left unasked, the injustices left unchallenged, the suffering left unacknowledged—all because obedience has been sacralized and conscience has been criminalized.

But I have also seen resistance. In study circles from Cairo to Chicago, young people are reclaiming their traditions from those who would weaponize them. Scholars are rediscovering ethical frameworks that center justice over power. Communities are building spaces where questioning is not heresy but a sacred duty. This book is for them—for the scholars, the dissenters, and the reformers who believe that faith must never be a flag, and that obedience must never be blind.

This work is deliberately comparative. By placing Christian Zionism and Salafi-State Theology side by side, we reveal structural similarities that might otherwise remain hidden. Both systems claim exclusive access to divine truth. Both demand unconditional political loyalty cloaked in religious language. Both silence dissent by equating criticism with apostasy or antisemitism. Both serve imperial projects while claiming to serve God. The comparison is not meant to equate the experiences of all affected communities—the Palestinian experience of displacement is not identical to the experience of Saudi dissidents—but to expose the mechanisms of theological control that operate across traditions.

This book will disturb you. It should. If your faith tradition has been weaponized, you will feel the discomfort of recognition. If you have benefited from these systems, you will feel the weight of complicity. If you have resisted, you will feel the validation of your struggle. All of these responses are necessary for the work ahead.

The question this book poses is ultimately simple: Will we allow our sacred texts and traditions to be hijacked by those who serve power, or will we reclaim them for their original purpose—the liberation of the human soul and the establishment of justice on earth?

The choice, as it has always been, is between complicity and conscience.
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THEOLOGY WAS NEVER MEANT TO SERVE THE STATE

Theology was meant to serve the soul. This book traces how it was hijacked.




We begin with a premise: religious traditions contain resources for both liberation and oppression. The same text that commands care for the widow and orphan can be interpreted to justify their displacement. The same tradition that calls for justice can be structured to demand silence. The difference lies not in the text itself, but in the relationship between religious authority and political power.

When theology aligns with empire, it undergoes a transformation. It ceases to be a voice of conscience and becomes a mechanism of control. This book identifies two primary expressions of this phenomenon in the modern era: Christian Zionism in the West and Salafi-State Theology (SST) in the Arab world. While distinct in doctrine, they operate through identical mechanisms: the sacralization of state power, the erasure of victims, and the suppression of dissent through theological framing.

This is not a study of religion in the abstract. It is an analysis of specific theological systems as they function in the real world—how they are funded, how they are exported, and what human costs they incur. We will examine the financial infrastructure that sustains them, the media networks that amplify them, and the political arrangements they protect.

The argument proceeds in three movements. Part I establishes the architecture of submission, detailing how these theologies are constructed and maintained. Part II documents the human cost, tracing the consequences of these systems from the Nakba to the siege of Gaza. Part III outlines the theology of liberation, recovering prophetic traditions that prioritize justice over obedience and offering a framework for resistance.

This work relies on the Nuremberg Principle: individuals retain moral responsibility regardless of institutional authority. Obedience to a state, a scholar, or a religious leader does not absolve one of the duty to refuse injustice. The following chapters provide the evidence for why that refusal is necessary, and the resources for how it might be accomplished.
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PART I: THE ARCHITECTURE OF SUBMISSIONCHAPTER 1: THE NUREMBERG DEFENSE: CONSCIENCE VS. THE CHAIN OF COMMAND““The Nuremberg Defense failed for the Nazi regime. Why do we still accept it from our priests and presidents?””







  
  1

  
  
  CHAPTER 1: THE NUREMBERG DEFENSE: CONSCIENCE VS. THE CHAIN OF COMMAND““The Nuremberg Defense failed for the Nazi regime. Why do we still accept it from our priests and presidents?””

  
  




On August 20, 1947, a man sat in the defendant’s dock at Nuremberg, his face pale and drawn, his military decorations stripped away. His name was Wilhelm Keitel, and he had been Field Marshal of the German Wehrmacht. When asked to justify his role in atrocities committed under his command, he offered a defense that would echo through the decades: “I was just following orders.”




The tribunal rejected this defense. In their judgment, they established a principle that would become foundational to international law: obedience to authority does not absolve individual moral responsibility. A soldier, a bureaucrat, a priest—no matter their position in a hierarchy—retains the duty to refuse immoral commands. The chain of command cannot replace the voice of conscience.

Yet seventy years later, this same defense persists. It lives in the seminary student who accepts theological positions without question because “the scholars say so.” It lives in the congregant who supports policies of displacement and occupation because “the pastor says it’s biblical prophecy.” It lives in the citizen who defends torture, drone strikes, and indefinite detention because “the president says it keeps us safe.” It lives in the religious scholar who legitimizes authoritarian rule because “the tradition requires obedience to the ruler.”

This chapter examines the architecture of blind obedience—the psychological, institutional, and theological mechanisms that transform thinking human beings into instruments of systems they would, in isolation, oppose. We begin with psychology before moving to theology, establishing that what the 20th century taught us about obedience to secular authority applies with even greater force to religious authority.

THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT: THE ORDINARY FACE OF EVIL

In 1961, Stanley Milgram began an experiment that would fundamentally challenge our understanding of human nature. Participants were told they were taking part in a study about learning and memory. Their role was to administer electric shocks to a “learner” (actually an actor) whenever he answered questions incorrectly. The shocks started at 15 volts and increased incrementally to 450 volts—a potentially lethal dose.

The “learner” was in another room, and participants heard his responses through an intercom. As the voltage increased, they heard increasingly desperate protests: grunts of pain, demands to be released, warnings about a heart condition, and eventually, silence. Throughout this progression, an authority figure—a man in a white lab coat—stood beside the participant, calmly instructing them to continue.

The results were devastating. Sixty-five percent of participants—ordinary people from all walks of life—administered the full 450-volt shock. They did this despite visible distress, despite the screams, despite their own moral revulsion. When interviewed afterward, many described the experience as one of the most traumatic of their lives. Yet in the moment, under the authority of the experimenter, they continued.

Milgram identified several factors that facilitated this obedience. First, the gradual escalation—participants didn’t start by administering lethal shocks; they began with seemingly harmless 15-volt increments. Each step seemed like a small extension of what they’d already done. Second, the authority figure’s calm demeanor and scientific framing created legitimacy. Third, the physical distance from the victim made it easier to dissociate from the harm being caused. Fourth, the diffusion of responsibility—participants could tell themselves they were not really responsible; they were merely following instructions.

These factors are not unique to laboratory settings. They are the architecture of institutional evil in every context, including—especially including—religious institutions. The concept of “Wali al-Amr” and dispensationalist “Total Submission” are theologically-flavored versions of Milgram’s “Agentic State”—the condition where an individual cedes moral agency to an authority figure. This creates the interdisciplinary bridge that elevates the chapter from historical analogy to social-scientific analysis.

THE STANFORD PRISON EXPERIMENT: ROLES AND DEHUMANIZATION

If Milgram revealed how ordinary people obey destructive orders, Philip Zimbardo’s Stanford Prison Experiment revealed how quickly ordinary people adopt destructive roles. In 1971, Zimbardo transformed the basement of Stanford’s psychology building into a mock prison. Student volunteers were randomly assigned to be either guards or prisoners.

The experiment, planned for two weeks, had to be terminated after six days. The “guards,” given no specific instructions beyond maintaining order, became sadistic. They stripped prisoners, subjected them to humiliating punishments, and created an atmosphere of terror. The “prisoners,” meanwhile, became passive and dehumanized, even though they could have walked away at any time—the situation was not real.

What Zimbardo demonstrated was the power of situational forces and assigned roles. The guards were not inherently cruel people; the experiment had screened for psychological stability. But given a role, a uniform, and implicit permission, they became cruel. The prisoners were not inherently weak; but placed in a position of powerlessness, they internalized that powerlessness.

The implications for religious institutions are profound. When we assign someone the role of “religious authority”—whether pastor, imam, rabbi, or scholar—we create situational forces that can facilitate abuse. When we teach congregants that their role is unquestioning obedience, we create psychological conditions for internalized oppression. The uniforms may be different—clerical collars, religious garb, academic robes—but the mechanism is identical.

THE BANALITY OF EVIL: HANNAH ARENDT’S INSIGHT

Hannah Arendt covered the trial of Adolf Eichmann for “The New Yorker” in 1961. Eichmann had been a key architect of the Holocaust, responsible for the logistics of transporting millions of Jews to death camps. When captured and brought to trial, Arendt expected to encounter a monster. Instead, she found a bureaucrat—an ordinary man who spoke in clichés, who was concerned with following procedures, who saw himself as a mere cog in a machine.

This led Arendt to her famous formulation: “the banality of evil.” The great horrors of history are not primarily committed by monsters but by ordinary people doing their jobs, following orders, and not thinking too deeply about the consequences of their actions. Evil becomes banal, routine, bureaucratized.

Arendt identified a crucial element: the replacement of thinking with clichés and stock phrases. Eichmann didn’t think; he repeated slogans. He didn’t grapple with moral questions; he cited regulations. He didn’t exercise judgment; he followed protocols. His defense—“I was following orders”—was not a cynical lie but an accurate description of how he understood his role. He had abdicated moral agency.

This abdication is precisely what many religious systems demand. Don’t think—believe. Don’t question—obey. Don’t exercise judgment—consult the authorities. The replacement of conscience with compliance, of ethical reasoning with quotation of authorities, of personal responsibility with deference to hierarchy—this is the architecture of blind obedience.

THE NUREMBERG PRINCIPLE: CONSCIENCE AS OBLIGATION

The Nuremberg Trials established several principles that remain foundational to international law. Among the most important: individuals have an obligation to refuse immoral orders. This obligation exists regardless of the legitimacy of the authority issuing the order. A soldier must refuse to commit war crimes even if ordered by a lawful superior. A bureaucrat must refuse to implement genocidal policies even if enacted by a legitimate government.

This principle recognizes something essential: conscience is not optional. It is not a luxury for those in positions of power. It is a duty binding on every person, regardless of their place in a hierarchy. The person who “just follows orders” is not innocent; they are complicit.

Yet how rarely this principle is applied in religious contexts. How often we hear: “Don’t question the scholars; they know better than you.” “Don’t criticize the pastor; he’s anointed by God.” “Don’t challenge the imam; he has studied the tradition.” These statements mirror the Nuremberg Defense perfectly: Don’t think for yourself; just follow the authorities.

The Nuremberg Principle demands that we reject this framework. If a military officer cannot escape moral responsibility by citing orders, how much less can a religious person escape responsibility by citing theological authorities? If a bureaucrat must refuse to implement unjust laws, how much more must a believer refuse to implement unjust religious rulings?

WHY RELIGIOUS OBEDIENCE IS MORE DANGEROUS

If anything, blind obedience is more dangerous in religious contexts than in secular ones, for several reasons. First, religious authority claims divine sanction. When a pastor says, “God says,” or an imam rules, “This is Islam’s position,” dissent becomes not merely insubordination but blasphemy. The stakes are raised from temporal punishment to eternal damnation.

Second, religious systems often begin moral formation in childhood, creating deeply internalized patterns of obedience before critical thinking is fully developed. A person may question their government, their employer, or their parents, but questioning God—or those who claim to speak for God—triggers profound psychological distress.

Third, religious communities provide identity, meaning, and social belonging. To question religious authority is to risk losing all of these simultaneously. The cost of dissent is therefore much higher in religious contexts than in most secular ones.

Fourth, religious language provides powerful tools for shutting down questioning. Terms like “fitna” (chaos), “heresy,” “apostasy,” and “lack of faith” can be deployed to silence any criticism. The person who raises questions about unjust religious rulings is not engaged intellectually but morally condemned.

Finally, religious systems often lack the accountability mechanisms present in other institutions. Democracies have elections, judiciaries have appeals processes, corporations have shareholders—imperfect as these mechanisms are, they provide some check on authority. But who checks the religious authority who claims to speak for God? In many systems, the answer is no one. The authority is accountable only to God, and conveniently, only they can tell us what God thinks.

THE MECHANISM OF MORAL DISENGAGEMENT

Psychologist Albert Bandura has identified several mechanisms through which people disengage from the moral implications of their actions. Understanding these mechanisms helps us recognize how religious systems cultivate obedience.

First, “moral justification”: reframing harmful acts as serving a higher purpose. A soldier told he’s fighting for freedom can commit atrocities. A congregant told that supporting displacement serves biblical prophecy can support ethnic cleansing. The harm is not denied; it’s justified.

Second, “euphemistic labeling”: using sanitized language to obscure harm. “Enhanced interrogation” instead of torture. “Transfer” instead of ethnic cleansing. “Discipline” instead of abuse. “Obedience to the ruler” instead of complicity with tyranny.

Third, “advantageous comparison”: making one’s actions seem less harmful by comparing them to worse alternatives. “At least we’re not as bad as them.” “Other interpretations lead to terrorism.” This mechanism allows even obviously harmful actions to seem reasonable by comparison.

Fourth, “displacement of responsibility”: locating moral responsibility in authorities rather than in oneself. “I’m just following the ruling.” “The scholars have decided.” “It’s God’s will.” The individual becomes merely an instrument.

Fifth, “diffusion of responsibility”: spreading responsibility across a group so no individual feels accountable. “Everyone in our church believes this.” “All the legitimate scholars agree.” “This is what our community has always taught.” The individual is merely one voice in a chorus.

Sixth, “disregard or distortion of consequences”: minimizing or ignoring the harm caused by one’s actions. Not visiting Palestinian villages destroyed in Israel’s name. Not learning about dissidents imprisoned for questioning rulers. Not listening to those harmed by religious rulings. What we don’t see, we don’t have to account for.

Seventh, “dehumanization”: viewing victims as less than fully human. They’re “infidels,” “heretics,” “enemies of God,” “obstacles to prophecy.” Once dehumanized, harming them requires no moral justification.

Eighth, “attribution of blame”: claiming that victims brought harm upon themselves. “They rejected the truth.” “They chose to disobey.” “They brought this on themselves by resisting God’s plan.” The perpetrator becomes merely an instrument of the victim’s own choices.

Every one of these mechanisms is actively cultivated by the theological systems we will examine in this book. Christian Zionism employs moral justification (fulfilling prophecy), euphemistic labeling (“returning” to the land rather than displacing inhabitants), and attribution of blame (Palestinians as obstacles to God’s plan). Salafi-State Theology employs displacement of responsibility (obeying the ruler is obeying God), diffusion of responsibility (the consensus of obedient scholars), and dehumanization (dissenters as agents of “fitna”).

THE COLLAPSE OF THE PRIVATE/PUBLIC DISTINCTION

One of the most insidious mechanisms of religious obedience is the collapse of the distinction between private belief and public accountability. In liberal democratic theory, individuals are free to believe whatever they wish privately, but public actions are subject to public scrutiny and ethical standards. I may privately believe my race is superior, but I cannot act on that belief in ways that harm others.

Religious systems that demand blind obedience often reject this distinction. They insist that religious rulings must be implemented in public life without modification. They resist ethical scrutiny of religious positions by claiming such scrutiny constitutes interference with religious freedom. They demand that religious beliefs be exempt from the standards we apply to all other truth claims.

This creates an accountability vacuum. If a political ideology leads to displacement, occupation, or oppression, we can criticize it. But if the same outcomes are justified through religious language, criticism becomes religious persecution. The appeal to religion becomes a shield against ethical accountability.

This is precisely backward. Religious claims, precisely because they are invested with such authority and carry such weight in human affairs, should be subject to the most rigorous ethical scrutiny. When someone says, “God commands this,” that claim deserves more examination, not less, than when someone says, “I prefer this” or “Our tradition suggests this.”

RECOVERING CONSCIENCE: THE PROPHETIC MODEL

The good news is that blind obedience is not the only model available within religious traditions. Indeed, it is a corruption of those traditions. The prophetic model, present in all Abrahamic faiths, provides an alternative: conscience in service of justice.

Consider Abraham, interrogating God about the destruction of Sodom: “Far be it from you to do such a thing—to kill the righteous with the wicked, treating the righteous and the wicked alike. Far be it from you! Will not the Judge of all the earth do right?” (Genesis 18:25). Abraham doesn’t blindly accept God’s stated intention; he argues, questions, demands justification. This is not disobedience; it’s faithfulness—a refusal to let even God escape ethical accountability.

Consider Moses, repeatedly interceding with God on behalf of the Israelites, arguing against divine anger. Consider Jeremiah, speaking truth to power at great personal cost. Consider Jesus, overturning tables in the temple and confronting religious authorities who “tie up heavy burdens and lay them on men’s shoulders, but they themselves are not willing to lift a finger to move them” (Matthew 23:4).

Consider Muhammad, building a society in Medina based on justice and mutual obligation, where even the Prophet could be questioned and where treaties bound rulers as much as subjects. Consider his companions, some of whom challenged certain rulings and whose challenges were preserved in the tradition as examples of legitimate dissent.

The prophetic model is not one of blind obedience but of covenantal relationship—a relationship based on mutual commitment to justice, where even God is held to ethical standards, and where human beings exercise moral agency rather than mere compliance.

CONCLUSION: THE OBLIGATION TO THINK

The lesson of the 20th century is clear: obedience is not a virtue when it requires the abdication of conscience. The person who follows orders without ethical reflection facilitates systems that produce harmful outcomes regardless of individual intent. The system that demands such obedience is not divine but tyrannical.

As we move forward to examine specific theological systems—Christian Zionism, Quietist Salafism, and their comparative mechanisms—we will see how they deliberately dismantle conscience. They do not do this accidentally; it is their purpose. A person with an active conscience cannot support displacement in the name of prophecy. A person with moral agency cannot remain silent before tyranny. A person who thinks cannot be reduced to an instrument of empire.

The architects of these systems understood this. Their task was to create theological frameworks that would transform thinking, morally responsible human beings into obedient instruments. They succeeded beyond their wildest dreams. The question for us is whether we will allow that success to continue, or whether we will reclaim the prophetic tradition of conscience, courage, and moral clarity.

The Nuremberg Defense failed at Nuremberg. It’s time to make it fail in our religious institutions as well. The obligation to think is not optional. It is the first duty of any person who would claim to follow a God of justice.

not that it operates within a single tradition, but across traditions simultaneously, creating interlocking systems of compliance that stabilize the same geopolitical order.
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In 1909, Oxford University Press published a new edition of the King James Bible. It seemed like countless others: black leather binding, gilded edges, columns of sacred text familiar to millions of English-speaking Christians. But this edition was different. In the margins and footnotes, a Kansas lawyer named Cyrus Ingerson Scofield had embedded an interpretive framework that would reshape global politics for the next century.

The Scofield Reference Bible would become the bestselling Bible in American evangelical circles, with millions of copies printed. Pastors would preach from it, seminaries would teach from it, and countless believers would assume that Scofield’s notes—his particular theological interpretation—were as authoritative as the biblical text itself. Through this seemingly innocuous publishing decision, a specific political theology would be elevated to the status of divine revelation.

This is what we call the Geopolitics of Scripture: the process by which ancient texts are transformed into modern political instruments by state actors and their theological allies. The Scofield Bible represents the first fully realized model of state theology in the modern era—a template that would be replicated, with variations, in other traditions. To understand contemporary religious politics, we must understand how Scofield’s footnotes became foreign policy.

THE SCOFIELD BIBLE: PACKAGING POLITICS AS PROPHECY

THE LOGIC OF LITERALISM

Before critiquing Scofieldian dispensationalism, it is necessary to articulate why it appeals to sincere believers. The desire for a literal, internally consistent reading of Scripture in a secularizing world is a legitimate intellectual impulse. Early dispensationalist communities were marginalized Protestants seeking certainty in an era of theological liberalism. For believers facing modernity’s complexities, a system that offers a clear timeline of history and a definitive role for God’s people provides psychological and spiritual stability. The Scofield Bible offered a coherent narrative where current events matched ancient text, providing a sense of order and divine purpose. This impulse toward literalism is not inherently malicious; it stems from a desire for fidelity to the text and clarity in faith.

THE PIVOT: FROM SINCERITY TO SYSTEM

However, interpretation is never politically innocent. The Scofield footnotes embedded a specific geopolitical outcome (a Zionist state) into sacred text. This represents the “first hijacking.” By inserting dispensationalist interpretation directly into the margins of the biblical text, Scofield made a specific 19th-century theological school appear as timeless biblical truth. A person reading Genesis 12:1-3 would find Scofield’s note explaining that this passage established the “Palestinian Covenant”—an eternal, unconditional grant of land that would be fulfilled in the modern era through the return of Jews to Palestine and the establishment of Israel.

The note did not appear as one interpretation among many. It appeared as explanation—as simply clarifying what the text obviously meant. Most readers, untrained in theology and unaware of interpretive alternatives, accepted Scofield’s framework as biblical fact rather than theological opinion. This is the first mechanism of the Geopolitics of Scripture: the erasure of interpretation by presenting a specific political reading as the plain meaning of the text. The power lies in making the political appear theological and the contemporary appear eternal.













