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CRITICAL ANALYSIS

The Etymology Problem

A Critical Analysis of “True Satanism”

bltr@nln — February 2026

“Extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence.”
— Carl Sagan

This analysis examines the historical and logical claims of a specific ideology. It does not advocate for any religious or occult position.

ABSTRACT

The ideology known as “True Satanism” presents itself as an ancient, esoteric spiritual system focused on
sclf—cmpowcrmcnt and adversarial deification. This ana]ysis examines the idcology’s core claims against
the historical record, its internal logical coherence, and its relationship to the broader landscape of
Satanic and occult traditions. The central finding is that “True Satanism” contains a fundamental
self-refutation: it simultaneously claims the term “Satan” while rejecting the Judeo-Christian framework
from which that term exclusively originates. Its assertions of ancient, pre-Abrahamic origins are
unsupported by historical or archaeological evidence. The ideology is more accurately classified as a
novel syncretic movement combining elements of Left-Hand Path occultism, theosophy, chaos magic,

and New Age spirituality—not as a continuation of any ancient tradition.

PART I: LOGICAL ANALYSIS OF CORE CLAIMS

The following analysis evaluates the foundational claims of the “True Satanism” ideology as presented

across its founder’s published materials, social media, website, and related media.

I. THE CLAIM TO ANTIQUITY AND AUTHENTICITY
The ideology asserts that “True Satanism” is an ancient, esoteric system focused on self-empowerment
and adversarial deification. From a logical perspective, the qualifier “True” in any religious context is

inherently subjective and cannot be empirically demonstrated—only believed. In this respect, the
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ideology’s claim to truth is functiona]iy equivalent to any other re]igious claim where belief serves as che
sole basis for evidence. The designation “True” does not elevate the ideology above competing

interpretations; it is an assertion of legitimacy, not a demonstration of it.

II. THE SELF-REFUTATION OF REJECTING JUDEO-CHRISTIAN ORIGINS

The ideology rejects modern Satanic organizations—the Church of Satan and the Satanic Temple—as
inauthentic, and specifically criticizes their connections to the Christian concept of Satan. This

criticism introduces a fatal logical contradiction.

The word “Satan” originated in Semitic Hebrew ( WU] ), a fact the ideology itself acknowledges
on its own webpage. The term cannot be conceptually understood apart from its Judeo-Christian
context. It did not exist before the Hebrew language, and the practice of anything resembling Satanism
in any form postdates the linguistic origin by centuries. The Hebrew word predates the Koine Greek
cransliteration by approximately 600700 years, and the Greek form represents only a later stage in the

concept’s development.

By rejecting the Judeo-Christian connection to the concept of Satan, the ideology simultaneously
undermines its own claim to the term “Satanism.” If the Christian framework is rejected, the
etymological and conceptual foundation of the word is rejected with it. The ideology cannot logically

retain the designation while disavowing the tradition that created it.

By this logic, the modern Satanic organizations that “True Satanism” criticizes actually possess a
stronger claim to the term, precisely because they maintain the acknowledged connection to the

Judeo-Christian concept.

ITI. THE PANTHEISTIC REINTERPRETATION

The idcology argues for a panthcistic view of Satanism, linking it to pagan concepts and nature Worship.
This interpretation stands outside the primary, mainstream understanding of Satanism with respect to

its historicity.

The claim that Satanism was historically pantheistic, pagan, or linked to nature worship has lictle
to no factual support or historical evidence. The origination of the word in the Hebrew language is
sufficient to establish this. No pre-Judeo-Christian culture used the term “Satan” or practiced anything

identifiable as “Satanism” in the sense the ideology describes.

What the ideology describes is, in effect, a Wholly different and novel system that requires a new
designation. Its content has no demonstrable continuity with the historical concept of Satanism and

explicitly denies the connection to Judeo-Christianity that defines that concept.

IV. THE RELIGIOUS CHARACTER OF THE IDEOLOGY
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The ideology presents Satanism as a spiritual path involving rituals, necromancy, and communication
with spirits. Though it requires a new designation, “True Satanism” is, by the collective understanding
of the term, a religion. It satisfies the standard criteria that define religious systems across cultures and

scholarship:

— Belief in the supernatural, gods, spirits, or divine forces—including the belief that a person can

be deified
— Distinctions between sacred and profane, holy and unholy, cursed and blessed
— Rirtual acts and the use of sacred elements or items
— A moral code, or the deliberate absence of one
— Prayer or communication with supernatural entities through other means
— Social grouping and shared belief systems
— Worldview and subjcctivc cxp]anations of the mctaphysica]
— Transcendence, enlightenment, or salvation as aspirational goals
— Mystery as a structural element
— Symbols and iconography representing concepts or figures
The ideology meets cach of these criteria. It is functionally and structurally a religion, regardless
of its self-designation.
V. THE GATEKEEPING CLAIM AND THE AD HOMINEM FALLACY

The ideology asserts that Satanism is only for dedicated practitioners and not “trend-hopping fools.”
While the principle that any practice rewards dedication is universally true, the characterization of

2

critics or outsiders as “trend-hopping fools” constitutes an ad hominem fallacy. In the context of
philosophical or religious debate, this kind of personal attack does not discredit the opponent’s
position—it discredits the argument of the party bearing the burden of proof. In this case, that burden

rests with the ideology’s founder.

PART II: THE ABSENCE OF HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

The concept of Satanism emerged within the context of Christianity. As documented in the Oxford
academic literature, the idea of Satan as an arch-representative of evil developed primarily from the
Carly Middle Ages onward within Christian thcology, with no coherent concept of Satan or Satanism

existing prior to this period.
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While many ancient cultures maintained concepts of evil spirits or adversarial deities, these were
not equivalent to the Judeo-Christian Satan. As contemporary scholarship notes, “cultures and religions
around the globe have long imagined Devil-like figures,” but “the roots of Satanism are embedded in the

character of Satan in Judeo-Christian theology.”

The ideology’s foundational claim—that “True Satanism is of ancient origin”—is not supported by
historical evidence. Satanism as a religious or philosophical system is a relatively modern phenomenon7

]al'gely emerging with Anton LaVey’s Church of Satan in 1966, the very tradition the ideology rejects.

While accusations of “devil worship” recur throughout Christian history, these were largely
unfounded and deployed as propaganda against ideological opponents. Actual self-identified Satanism

only emerged in the modern era.

Elements that influenced later concepts of Satan can be traced to ancient religions—notably
Zoroastrianism’s dualism, dating to approximately 1500 BCE. However, the Hebrew concept of “Satan”
as an adversary predates Zoroastrian influence on ]eWiSh theo]ogy. The idea of Satan as a separate evil
entity opposing God likely developed after exposure to Zoroastrian ideas during and after the

Babylonian exile, but these ideas were not “Satanism” as the ideology describes it.

To date any form of Satanism to an ancient pre-Judeo-Christian era—and arguably before the
Middle Ages—cannot be supported factually. The claim of ancient origin holds only insofar as that
origin is the Abrahamic re]igion of ]udaism. Beyond this, the claim has been verified as nonfactual,

casting deeper skepticism on the ideo]ogy’s remaining assertions.

PART III: BAPHOMET — THE INACCURACY OF KEY HISTORICAL CLAIMS

ETYMOLOGY

The ideology claims Baphomct is “an Ctymologieal admixcure of the Greek root for immersion (n,
Bap) followed by its succeeding suffix, EppE (Ammon, Amun, Amet, Omet).” This etymology is
speculative and unsupported by mainstream scholarship. Most trained scholars identify Baphomet as
likely a corruption of “Mahomet” (Muhammad), reflecting medieval European atticudes toward Islam

rather than any connection to Greek or Egyptian religion.

THE EGYPTIAN CONNECTION

The ideology links Baphomet to “the celestial horned Egyptian cult deity.” While some later occultists
created this connection, there is no evidence of a direct historical link between ancient Egyptian deities
and the medieval concept of Baphomet. The connection is a retroactive construction by r9th-century and

later esotericists.
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THE TEMPLAR ACCUSATION

The ideology implies the Knights Templar worshipped Baphomet. While the Templars were accused of
this, most trained historians view these accusations as politically motivated fabrications orchestrated by

Philip IV of France and Pope Clement V to justify the order’s dissolution and the seizure of its assets.

PAN, SATAN, AND BAPHOMET

The ideology draws parallels between the Greek god Pan, Satan, and Baphomet. While later occultists
created these connections, they are not based on historical evidence from the medieval period when
Baphomet first appeared in texts. These associations are products of modern occult syncretism, not

ancient tradition.

GNOSTIC USAGE

The ideology claims Gnostics used “Devil,” “Satan,” and “Lucifer” interchangeably. This is an
oversimplification of complex Gnostic beliefs, which varied widely between groups. Gnosticism was not
a monolithic tradition but a diverse family of ecarly Christian-adjacent sects with radically different

cosmologies and terminologies.

THE CRITICAL OMISSION

The ideology does not mention that the popular goat-headed image of Baphomet was created by Eliphas
Lévi in the 19th century—long after the medieval period. This omission is significant because the image
is the ideology’s most recognizable symbol, and its modern origin directly undermines claims of ancient
provenance. A historically accurate account would center the medieval origins of the term, the
politically motivated accusations against the Templars, and the subsequent evolution of the concept

through later occult traditions.

CONCLUSION

The ideology states: “The actual Satan has nothing to do with Christianity and their polluted doctrines
of theism.” This claim is verifiably false and, given the ideology’s own acknowledgment of the Hebrew
origin of the word, arguably self-contradictory. It serves as the foundation upon which the entire system

is constructed, and it does not hold.

Based on the historical evidence examined in this analysis, the “actual Satan” cannot be found
outside the Judeo-Christian tradition given the documented and supported proof of where the concept

originated.



B1TRONIN - 2026

The analytica] ﬁndings are as follows:

— Historical claims: The ideology makes numerous unsupported assertions about ancient origins

and practices. No historical evidence supports a cohesive, ancient “True Satanism” as described.

— Internal coherence: The presentation, though eloquent, is frequently convoluted, mixing

various occult concepts without clear logical connections between them.

— Factual accuracy: Many statements are either factually incorrect or highly spcculativc. The

claim that all animistic cultures practiced “Pantheistic Satanism,” for example, has no evidentiary basis.

— Treatment of modern Satanism: The ideology’s criticisms of LaVey and other modern Satanic
groups are based on a subjective and narrow definition of Satanism that is not widely accepted. If this

narrowness is intentional, it furcher necessitates a designation other than “Satanism.”

— Terminological accuracy: The ideology misuses or reinterprets terms from various religious and

occult traditions without proper context or explanation.

“True Satanism” is a fringe, novel, and subjective interpretation that combines elements of
Left-Hand Path occultism, theosophy, chaos magic, New Age spirituality, and personal belief. Tt does
not align with academic, historical, or mainstream religious understandings of Satanism or, more
broadly, occult traditions. It is, in substance, a completely new ideology. Its claims about ancient origins,
ctymologies, and historical practices are largely unsupported by evidence and should be approached

with significant skepticism.

From a logical perspective, a single unsupported, nonfactual, or false foundational
claim—whether conscious or unconscious—casts considerable doubt upon the entirety of the ideology as

a whole.
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