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CONTEMPORARY RELIGIOUS SATANISM

The Church of Satan was founded by Anton LaVey on April 30, 1966. In his
hands, Satan became a provocative symbol for indulgence, vital existence, natural
wisdom and the human being’s true animal nature. At present, religious Satanism
exists primarily as a decentralized subculture with a strong internet presence within
a larger Satanic milieu in Western culture. Though most are inspired by LaVey, the
majority of contemporary Satanists are not members of the Church of Satan. The
various expressions of modern Satanism all navigate in today’s detraditionalized
religious market through the creative appropriation of popular culture, philosophy,
literature and religion. The concrete solutions are varied; but they all understand the
power of transgression allying oneself with a most powerful symbol of resistance,
namely Satan. Thus, contemporary religious Satanism could be understood as a
complex negotiation of atheism, secularism, esotericism and self: A “self-religion”
in the modern age.

Despite the fascinating nature of religious Satanism, it has attracted little scholarship
until relatively recently. This book brings together a group of international scholars
to produce the first serious book-length study of religious Satanism, presenting a
collection that will have wide appeal to specialists and non-specialists alike. The
first part contains broader studies of influential groups and important aspects of
the Satanic milieu, especially regarding historical developments, the construction
of tradition and issues of legitimacy. The second part narrows the view to regional
variations, especially with studies on Northern and Eastern Europe. The third part
consists of primary documents selected for their representational and informational
value.
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Chapter 1
Introduction: Embracing Satan'

Jesper Aagaard Petersen

The harmony of soul and body —how much that is! We in our madness have separated
the two, and have invented a realism that is vulgar, an ideality that is void.

Oscar Wilde: The Picture of Dorian Gray, 1908 (1890) (pp. 19-20)

This is not a book about Satanic ritual abuse. It is not even a book about the
Satanic Panic spanning the eighties and nineties — even though that moral panic
still affects us both locally and globally. No children or animals were harmed
during the research for this volume and no pacts, orgies or blood rituals performed.
So what is it about?

This is a book about contemporary religious Satanism. Let me explain these
concepts in turn. The subject is contemporary or modern in the sense that Satanism
manifests itself in loose collectivities around the same time that counter-cultural,
proto-New Age, eastern and human potential movements bloom in the West — the
sixties and early seventies. As with all these related phenomena, Satanism draws
upon reinterpretations of self-contained, complex, and much older traditions and
various elements of rejected knowledge within the “cultic milieu” of the West
(Campbell 1972); thus it is a sub-stream within that milieu, a dark or sinister
bricolage within western “occulture” (Partridge 2004, 2005).

It is religious in the sense that contemporary Satanism is a substantial and
functional equivalent to religion in the classical sense. Substantially, some groups
within the sub-stream are easily identifiable as religions, with doctrine, practice,
community and organization (Lincoln 2003: chapter 1); others are more on the
mystical, spiritual or philosophical side, a loose network or carnal brotherhood of
like or very un-like minds (Campbell 1978). Both provide for the same functions,
such as meaning, community and identity, for their adherents. Correspondingly,
most formulations could be understood through the category of “self-religion” or
“Life spirituality” as explored by Paul Heelas:

In sum, New Age spiritualities of life are all about realizing one’s inner, true life.
Such spiritualities are (albeit to varying degrees) detraditionalized ... . Ultimately,

' The author would like to acknowledge that sections of this chapter have been

reworked from the article “Satanists and Nuts: The Role of Schism in Modern Satanism” to
be published in James R. Lewis (ed.): Sacred Schisms. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
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life can only be experienced through one’s own inner-directed life. One has to
be able to live one’s life, express one’s own life, experience the wisdom inherent
in one’s life. Traditions, with their supra-self, externally sustained frames of
reference and injunction, can have little or no role to play. (Heelas 2002: 362)

Although modern Satanism is very different from New Age spirituality on
many accounts, the basic focus on socialization as repression of an essential nature
and the transformation or self-realization through detraditionalized techniques
are comparable (Partridge 2004: 81; see Asbjern Dyrendal’s contribution in the
present volume for an illuminating discussion).

As such, contemporary religious Satanism spans the field from full-blown
religion with tradition, rituals, communitarian ethos and hierarchy to austere,
individualistic philosophy, a “humanism with horns” (Dyrendal 2007: 25),
“atheistic, skeptical Epicurea[nism]” (e.g. Gilmore 1999 and Walls 2007),
“atheistic, self-centric philosophy” with “a-theology” or “cult of opposition”
(Partridge 2005: 222-23) or even “an un-religion” (e.g. Crabtree 2002, Paradise
2007: 150). Anton LaVey, the most significant spokesperson of the substream, has
described his interpretation of Satanism (which of course is Satanism as such)
as “Ayn Rand with trappings” (Klein 1970: 20, Fritscher 2004 [1973]: 181). To
paraphrase Stephen Flowers, Satanism comprises immanent, materialistic as well
as transcendent, idealistic views of the Self (Flowers 1997: 5), and, one could
add, atheistic and theistic views of Satan. However, most if not all, contemporary
groups link Satan and self explicitly and interpret Satan as a symbol, archetype
or force of nature. As mentioned above, they are markedly detraditionalized
and thus supportive of the sacralization of the self and secular trends of modern
society. They manifest epistemological individualism (Partridge 2004: 32-33)
and syncretism or eclecticism (Campbell 1972, Partridge 2004, Hammer 2001a,
2001b) that is symptomatical of self-religion and the ideology of seekership in the
cultic milieu. I will return to that shortly.

Finally, contemporary religious Satanism is satanic in the sense that all groups
and individuals relate to the figure of Satan, as mentioned above, as a force, model,
symbol or expression of self. In this sense and that alone modern Satanism could be
called a “cult of opposition” (Partridge 2004: 222) that “ ... cannot be understood
apart from the Christian culture that provided the context for their foundation
.7 (La Fontaine 1999: 81). As James R. Lewis remarks, Satan has “become an
ambivalent symbol” in the West as he has come to “embody some very attractive
attributes” (Lewis 2003: 107) through a re-reading of the Christian tradition: He
is associated with sex, pride, non-conformity, rebellion and individualism. But it
is a very large misunderstanding to stop here, with the anti-Christian, inversionist
sentiments of the substream. As will be discussed in greater length in the section
on the “how” of Satanism below, certain historical processes of reinterpretation

2 See Heelas 1996, 2002 on self-religion, and Harvey 1995, 2002, Dyrendal 2004,
Petersen 2005 on Satanism as a self-religion.
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have freed the concept of Satan from a theological and Christian context, driven
by a complex wave of romantic and modernist interests. Modern Satanism is better
understood as post-Christian and as part of the Left-Hand Path traditions (see
Kennet Granholm’s chapter in the present volume for a critical assessment).

As should be clear by now, most formulations of satanic discourse and practice
have a positive as well as a negative side. The positive side is the self-religious,
focusing on empowerment, self-realization, actualization, assertion or development,
whether it manifests itself as a rational self-interest, gnosis, or development of natural
potentials. Satan has attractive attributes and is symbolically equated with the self.
However, as could be seen with Paul Heelas’ definition above, this project cannot
be understood apart from a negative distancing or even destructive attitude towards
external authorities, a subversion of established traditions and herd mentality. The
self project is a project of non-conformity. But this element of non-conformity
and de-conditioning is not tied to Christianity alone; it is a general opposition to
all traditional and modern institutions of authority. Christianity is understood as
the prime example of a totalitarian, oppressive moral force — other enemies are
capitalist society’s dictum of consumerism and passive entertainment; “liberal”
society’s “universal” human rights and bland equality; puritanical morals of sexual
repression; the wellfare state; and the blind obedience and irrationality of the herd in
all religions (Flowers 1997: 195f). Satan is the Adversary or ultimate rebel and is thus
symbolically a stance one takes in the pursuit of self interest and self development.
All in all, the Satan of Satanism is heavily detraditionalized and, while nominally
tied to Christianity, cannot be understood in a strictly Christian sense. Thus modern
Satanism is not a Christian sect, inverted Christianity or a Christian hermeneutics.’

My argument is parallel to the position taken by the anonymous author of the
Wikipedia entry on “Satanism”

Common misuse of the word generally refers to “the worship of Satan or the
practice of ritual magic.” However, by the actual adherents, the suffix -ism is
often used suggesting the definition as an act or practice (e.g. the word heroism),
as opposed to the oft-assumed definition as the doctrine or philosophy behind an
act or practice.” (Wikipedia, “Satanism”)

While I would not disband substantive definitions of Satanism, I would certainly
expand the world-view-analysis with its’ focus on belief in Satan and resulting
practices, an inherently theological and psychological approach, with a discoursive
approach, where the declaration “I am a Satanist” is a speech-act (Austin 1962), a
declaration of intent: Satanism is thus also the act of declaring and practicing an
adversarial stance. This is a much more dynamic conception of ideology, where

3 Aparallel could be drawn to Friederich Nietzsche, who is often understood as purely

nihilistic with his will to power, theory of the Ubermensch and radical anti-Christianity,
but which on a closer look advocates a positive rebuilding of values after the necessary
destruction.
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the concrete practices influence the system of beliefs and practices while also
being influenced by the same system.*

Let us now examine these elements in greater depth. After some preliminary
remarks on the satanic milieu, groups within it and the cohesiveness of the field,
I will examine the “what”, the substantial side of modern Satanism through a
typology and discussion of common traits in discourse, practice and imagery,
focused on the elements found attractive in formulations of satanic positions by
important spokespersons. Then I will turn to the “how”, the performative and
constructive side, to illustrate the divergence and complexities within the field.
These positions are of course intertwined and only separated analytically. Finally,
I will briefly address the “why”, the functional side of Satanism and its appeal
in western societies, and conclude with a summary of the chapters and primary
material found between the covers.

Drawing Boundaries

As stated above, modern Satanism can be conceived as a part of the cultic milieu
proposed by Colin Campbell in his seminal article The Cult, the Cultic Milieu
and Secularization (Campbell 1972). As such, Satanism is a bundle of ideas
and practices related to other ideas and practices in the “cultural underground
of society” (ibid.: 122). This heterogenous, but single “assortment of cultural
items” (ibid.) is held together by common traits, mainly deviance, syncretism,
overlapping communication structures and the ideology of seekership (ibid.: 122—
24). The point is that new religious movements continuously crystallize from this
cultural field. It works as both the substantive and functional context for group
evolution — it is the cultic milieu and not the individual groups that are permanent
(ibid.: 122).5

The cultic milieu is a “fuzzy category” (Taylor 1995: 38ff; Saler 2000: 202f).
Its’ contents are arranged according to the Wittgensteinian notion of family
resemblance in order to have the necessary cohesion (nof coherence or consistence)
without losing its’ heterogeneous character. Nevertheless some streams are closer
related than others, as some concepts, practices and influential formulations work
as magnets, making clusters of related items, and these could be categorized as the

4 I am inspired by poststructuralist theories of discourse, ideology and power as

structured practice. See Laclau and Mouffe 1985, Sahlins 1985, Fairclough 1992, Gubrium
and Holstein 1997, Lincoln 2003 as well as the works of Pierre Bourdieu and Michel
Foucault for theoretical signposts.

5 Christopher Partridge suggests the terms “occultic milieu” and “occulture” to replace
Campbell’s “cultic milieu” (Partridge 2004: 66), but I find Campbell’s term adequate
when dealing with the sociological entity producing NRM’s (the functional side of cult
production). “Occulture” is excellent when speaking broadly of substantial issues (the
rejected contents themselves), but when all is said and done the terms are interchangeable.
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broad currents of a very complex field of rejected knowledge and communication.
Campbell himself describes “cultic culture” as “falling in the property space
bounded by a religion-science axis and an instrumental-expressive orientation axis,
taking for granted the prior criterion of societal deviancy” (Campbell 1972: 124)
and proceeds to mention four important streams: Two religious, namely mysticism
and “pre-Christian pagan traditions”, and two pseudo-scientific, namely deviant
science and underground technology (ibid.: 124—126). In a similar vein, Christopher
Partridge isolates four such streams when discussing the contemporary spiritual
climate of the West — The Western Mystery/Esoteric tradition, the alternative or
paranormal, the New Age and the contemporary Pagan “occulture” — and includes
Satanism in the fourth category (Partridge 2004: 71-84).

I'would propose to isolate a “Satanic milieu”, an important discourse, sub-field,
current or reservoir alongside for example the neo-Pagan, UFO related, New Age,
Theosophical and Western Esoteric currents, as modern Satanism in its divergent
forms is sufficiently distinctive to warrant this accentuation. The satanic milieu
is in itself a polythetic category with fuzzy borders, and could be conceived of
as a cult-producing substance of key terms and practices as well as the reservoir
of ideas uniting the broad movement of modern Satanism, mirroring the larger
cultic milieu in a fractal sense. Thus the satanic milieu is a trend in popular culture
(Baddeley 2000, Dyrendal 2005, 2008, forthcoming), a collective style and identity
within satanic neo-tribes (Lowney 1995, Hermonen 2002) and the reference
points of the satanic subcultures that crystallize around distinct interpretations or
manifestations of Satanism today (Dyrendal 2004, Petersen 2005).° Even though
few modern, self-professed Satanists feel as a part of a grand movement or clearly
definable subculture (and some even attack the very notion of community implied
in these words), I would certainly state that from a historical and sociological point
of view, they do belong to a diffuse “occultural” movement and, in the case of
organized Satanists, belong to subcultures within it with common identity, history
(both emic and etic), symbols, aesthetics, interpretations and practices; in short:
Identity, commitment, consistent distinctiveness and autonomy.’

 In the present volume, see the contributions in Part II for specific studies of satanic

neo-tribes and subcultures.

7 This is an interpretation of subculture inspired by Paul Hodkinson (Hodkinson
2002: Chapter 2). In his delimitation of the Goth subculture, he suggests “4 indicators
of subcultural substance”: Identity, commitment, consistent distinctiveness and autonomy
(ibid.: 28-33). He writes. “Rather than these four comprising a definitive blueprint, each
of them should be regarded as a contributory feature which, taken cumulatively with the
others, increases the appropriateness of the term ‘subculture’, in the relative degree to
which each is applicable. The combination of this degree of malleability and with a set
of specific criteria should maximize the potential for meaningful use of the concept at the
same time as recognizing the greater relevance of alternative terminology — in the form of
Maffesoli’s notion of neo-tribe perhaps — to describe more fleeting or superficial forms of
affiliation” (ibid.: 30). Understood in this way a satanic subculture is a matter of more-or-
less, not either-or.
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Nevertheless, it is important to differentiate between specific individuals,

tangible groups and the movement as a whole. These positions are angles or
approaches of analysis, as are the delimitations I have made above. As such, etic
categorization should not ignore the very pertinent assessments on the emic level.
The same aber dabei could be stated with regard to sources: Are we looking at
movement texts (Hammer 2001b: 37), online material (Petersen 2007), popular
culture (Dyrendal 2008) or qualitative analysis of specific groups and individuals,
and what are their relations with each other?
Consequently, we should not fall into the trap of reifying our analytical concepts
so as to envision modern Satanism as a self-contained tradition “out there” with
an inherent essence; one would do well to work along the same lines as Wouter
Hanegraaff when he explicates Western Esotericism:

.. an emphasis on the complexity of western culture as a pluralistic field of
competing religious and ideological identities, and on western esotericism as an
analytical concept (not a descriptive category) which brings that situation into
focus by systematically highlighting religious and cultural dimensions that have
traditionally been marginalized as “other.” (Hanegraaff 2007: 109)

In this sense, we participate in a closure of the satanic milieu itself, as we
should understand it as a contested space that is given a temporary coherence,
substance and community through discoursive battles. These battles are fought
with actors from within and from without: “Othering” from the mainstream (or
cognitive majority), as when childcare workers or influential Christian groups
define “Satanism” to de-legitimize it or academic scholars try to legitimize it,
“Othering” from within when one group de-legitimizes another or the milieu as a
whole, and the creative use of tradition and “alterity” to legitimize oneself within
(Hjelm 2007. See also the contributions of Graham Harvey, James R. Lewis and
Maxwell Davies in the present volume). I will return to these issues in “the how of
Satanism” below; presently I will discuss a basic typology and some elements that
do seem to be widespread in the milieu across discoursive boundaries.

The “What” of Satanism

Three broad categories or ideal types can be discerned within the satanic milieu:
Rationalist, Esoteric and Reactive paradigmatically conform Satanism (Schmidt
2003 [1992]: 11ff, Dyrendal 2004: 48ff, Petersen 2005: 440ff). As they are
analytical constructs, they are fuzzy as well; individuals and groups move from
one to the other as the satanic milieu mutates and grows. The categories could
be conceived of as points in a triangle, where Rationalist and Esoteric Satanism
occupy the bi-polar manifestation of organized, stable and systematic discourses,
with Reactive paradigmatically conform Satanism as a catch-all category of
popular Satanism, inverted Christianity and symbolic rebellion. Thus Reactive
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paradigmatically conform Satanism is reactive in the sense that it is in opposition
to society, but in a way that reiterates central Christian concepts of evil, making
it paradigmatically conform to a Christian context. Satan is the Christian Devil,
and Satanism the adolescent or anti-social behaviour of transgressing boundaries
and “living out” a mythical frame. It is usually highly eclectic and although often
deeply meaningful, a temporary phase of identity construction. Thus, I will only
discuss this type of Satanism where it is relevant as a sounding board for the
developed self-religions found in the two other categories.

Rationalist Satanism is an atheistic, sceptical, epicurean materialism as
formulated by Anton Szandor LaVey in The Satanic Bible and other writings, and
then expounded upon by a host of spokespersons in the following years. Typical
examples are the Church of Satan and the Danish Satanic Forum.® They consider
Satan to be a symbol of rebellion, individuality, carnality and empowerment, and
Satanism the material philosophy best suited for the “alien elite”; catchwords are
indulgence, vital existence and rational self-interest. Although ritual practices are
described and an ambiguous diabolical anthropomorphism or mystical deism is
present from time to time, both are interpreted as metaphorical and pragmatic
instruments of self-realization. Science, philosophy and intuition are advocated
as authority, and productive non-conformity the highest goal of the individual.
Esoteric Satanism is more explicitly theistically oriented and uses the esoteric
traditions of Paganism, Western Esotericism, Buddhism and Hinduism, among
others, to formulate a religion of self-actualization. Examples include the Temple
of Set and the Dark Doctrines of the Satanic Reds.” The understanding of Satan is
usually clothed in platonic or mystical terms; although often spoken of as a literal
entity, it is not a god to be worshiped, but rather a being or principle to be emulated
or understood. Satanism is therefore a path to enlightenment in a Left-Hand Path
sense of non-union with the universe or true individuality. The ritual practices and
organization of this type of Satanism often corresponds to other initiation-oriented
groups within Western Esotericism, although this may vary considerably.

To sum up the strands of the argument so far, what are then the main traits
in a minimum definition of the satanic discourse of organized Satanism within
the satanic milieu? I would suggest self-religion, antinomianism, the use of
certain “S”-words and a formulated ideological genealogy, often in the form of
some relation to Anton Szandor LaVey, as the four major factors to be taken into
consideration (Petersen 2005: 444).

8 The texts by Vexen Crabtree, Nate Wardinski and Ole Wolf reproduced in Part I11
are examples of this type. In addition, see Alfred 1976, Baddeley 2000, Barton 1990, 1992,
Gilmore 2007, LaVey 1969, 1972, 1989 [1971], 1992, 1998, Nemo 2007, Paradise 2007
and Shankbone 2007, as well as the websites and publications of rationalist groups.

°  The texts by Stephen Flowers and Tani Jantsang reproduced in Part I1I are examples
of this type. In addition, see Aquino 1985 [1975], 2002 [1975], 2005, 2006, Flowers 1997,
Scar 1998, Schreck 2001b: 7ff, Schreck and Schreck 2002, as well as the websites and
publications of esoteric groups.
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As stated repeatedly throughout this introduction, self-religion and
antinomianism are both ideological core terms for this milieu. As we saw earlier,
self-religion is shared with most other streams within the cultic milieu as such,
and could be one common theme for the epistemologically individualist and
self-actualizing groups and individuals found within it. The goal of modern Satanism
is found within, not outside the individual, whether it is humanity’s animal nature or
the isolate intellect. When combined with antinomian and elitist interests, we have
a project of self-actualization transgressing the moral boundaries of society, setting
the self above conventional expectations and mores. Indeed, as it is contaminated
by socialization, the self must confront and dispense with this influence to realize
itself (Flowers 1997: 3ff). Thus modern Satanism must be understood as a double
negotiation of positive identity construction — self-realization — and negative
identity destruction — the lack of conformity (Petersen forthcoming).

But to make these discoursive formulations satanic, the antinomian
self-religions need to be framed through a use of the words Satan, Satanism,
Satanic and Satanist (and related words: Set, Devil, Lucifer etc.) as positive terms
describing themselves and a set of ideas, practices and aesthetics, acommon culture.
A certain emic self-designation is thus important to differentiate between prejudice
and modern Satanism proper, and to set it apart from similar formulations of the
cultic milieu. Finally, all individuals and groups construct some sort of genealogy,
a time-line of subcultural ancestry; most if not all groups and individuals relate
this to the writings of Anton LaVey, especially The Satanic Bible (LaVey 1969).
Some relations are positive, others negative, but he is a common denominator of
some sort of entry or calling into the satanic milieu — some stop there and protect
his formulation of the satanic philosophy and others move on or abandon it, but
he is necessary as a dark prophet, a vanishing point that plays an important role in
all genealogies.

Before venturing into the constructive side of modern Satanism it would be
prudent to discuss some salient themes associated with modern Satanism, namely
balance, satanic nature, aesthetics, iconography and rituals. Even though the
most of the examples are drawn from the rationalist type of Satanism and the
interpretations and focus are widely divergent, I think they could safely be applied
across the board as common themes as they seem to have some general currency
in the milieu.

First of all, to be a Satanist is often described as a mediating or balancing
ideological act: After all, LaVey formulated Satanism as “nine parts social
respectability to one part outrage” (Barton 1990: 16). Although this aphorism
sounds rather unbalanced, it would be fruitful to understand the negotiation between
positive and negative, carnal and intellectual, creative and scientific, individual
and social, indeed between hedonism and pragmatic materialism as redressing the
negative conditioning of modern life (Dyrendal forthcoming: 15). The opposition
to authority structures is constant but should always be understood in tandem
with self-development; thus the opposition to Christianity is actually a balanced
expression of humanity, as is the opposition to the drug-crazed idealistic sexual
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revolution of the hippie movement. The pragmatic law-and-order, anti-drugs,
sex-among-consenting-adults values of Anton LaVey is not just a survival strategy
in society, but also a central expression of control, of balance: More conservative
than a hippie and more transgressive than the average inhabitant of the West, the
Satanist constantly searches for “the third way” or “satanic alternative” (LaVey
1998: 29ff, 61ff, Shankbone 2007: 9) that provides the integrative factor.'°

Secondly, a satanic nature is both described as an inner Black Flame, an
authentic self, and as an embodied, performed act. Thus, Satanists are both “born,
not made” (Barton 1990: 60f, 82f, 122ff, Shankbone 2007: 3—4) and constantly
asserted through enaction and consumption (Barton 1990: 149-167, LaVey 1998:
79f). While the specifics vary from one type to the next, this is an important
dynamic in the self-realization of contemporary religious Satanism. Indeed, we can
relate this to the complex negotiations of individual choice and satanic perspective
that can be found in initiatory systems, reading lists and discussions of high and
popular culture’s “inherent satanic qualities” as opposed to “what is satanic for
me”. An important part of the “how” of Satanism relates to the “what” in that the
appropriation of cultural material as “satanic” depends on this subtle socialization
of the born Satanist (Dyrendal 2008).

Both of these themes relate to satanic reflections on aesthetics and style,
a third common theme. While it is impossible to single out a certain common
denominator for people as individualistic as this, certain basic aesthetic dictums
are nevertheless prevalent, especially within subcultures. Generally, the individual
satanic aesthetics is in tension with the mainstream, either striking or classical
(LaVey 1998: 115ff). As I have written elsewhere, LaVey integrated social
psychology and visual theory in his understanding of a satanic aesthetics (Petersen
2005: 445f; see LaVey 1969: 111-113, LaVey 1989 and Barton 1990: 67). Thus a
satanic taste is as varied and directed as the consumption of culture in general; a
general trend could be described as a consciousness of and reflection on aesthetics
and style (Dyrendal 2008: 25).

Fourthly, important iconographical “themes” are the pentagram and the Devil.
The “material” pentagram (or “inverted” five-pointed star, as it is commonly
called), often inscribed within one or two circles, has replaced the inverted cross
as the prime symbol of Satanism today. It is found on a host of books (The Satanic
Bible, The Satanic Rituals and The Satanic Witch by Anton LaVey are cases in
point), on websites, clothing and of course medallions. Through a process of
appropriation this symbol has come to connote adherence to a satanic “way of
life” and participation in the satanic milieu in much the same way the “spiritual”
pentagram has come to denote “Witchcraft” (Medway 2001: 25f, Petersen 2005:
444f, Faxneld 2006: 105); this is in contrast to the connotations prevalent in
popular culture, of course: Black magic, evil and Devil worship. Some groups

10" The Balance Factor is in fact a magical dictum both in lesser and greater magic as

well as an ethical and ideological premise. See LaVey 1969: 127f, Barton 1990: 67, Flowers
1997: 193ft, Aquino 2005: 623.
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rest on simple expositions of meaning, like the goat-head (two horns, two ears
and a beard) contained in the pentagram, while others give detailed descriptions
of the historical pedigree and symbolic content of their version: Pythagorean
mathematics (the numbers phi and pi, perfection), Egyptian religion (The Goat
of Mendes, Amon), the “pentagon house” and “blazing angles”, Lucifer and the
morning star, the “fork” of the third way and so on (Shankbone 2007: 9, Gilmore
2005, Jantsang n.d., Flowers 1997: 230). Similarly, representations of the Devil
and other adversaries (such as Baphomet, The Goat of Mendes, Set and the
Dragon) abound. Again, these should be understood as creative appropriations
and reinterpretations of images in the construction of self and tradition.

Finally, magic and ritual practice is a fifth common theme, whether understood
psychologically as “lesser and greater magic”, “the intellectual decompression
chamber” (LaVey 1969: 107ff, LaVey 1972, 1989) or “self-transformational
psychodramas” (Shankbone 2007: 9, Gilmore 2007: 221ff), or more esoterically
as magical Workings (Aquino 2002 [1975], Flowers 1997) or a creative “Art and
Science” (The Importance of Ritual in Satanism). A secularized psychological
or semi-scientific interpretation is nevertheless widespread in the satanic milieu;
and in most cases, a pragmatic attitude is taken: Magic and rituals are expressive
techniques of the self rather than occult instruments of power. Again, manipulation,
emotional release, creativity and celebration are all linked to the realization of
the self. As such, magic and rituals are prime examples of the dual process of
“sacralization of the secular” and “secularization of the sacred” described by
Christopher Partridge (Partridge 2004: Part 1). Traditional material is reinterpreted
through a secular lens (magic as psychology, for example), but this, in turn,
could be understood as a sacralization of the secular itself (e.g. psychology is
self-transformative magic).

As I have alluded to repeatedly in the preceding analysis, it is important to frame
a substantial or content-oriented discussion of contemporary religious Satanism
with a constructive approach. It is to this we shall now turn.

The “How” of Satanism

To understand the “what” of modern Satanism, we should appreciate that the
concept of “Satanism” as such is of course integrated in the wider Christian
tradition through theological metaphysics, Biblical passages, Gnostic speculations,
demonology and folk myths in the form of the great Adversary and his followers."
Both Christians and modern Satanists can continue to construct themselves through

" T will not present a detailed timeline or discussion of either Satanism or alleged

Devil worship here. The interested reader should peruse treatments such as Russell 1977,
1981, 1984, 1986, Flowers 1997, Medway 2001, Murchembled 2003, Schmidt 2003
[1992], Faxneld 2006 for earlier and Petersen 2005, Baddeley 2000 for more contemporary
chronologies.
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strategies of Othering while appealing to and appropriating support from the past
and present. As such, the term is a floating signifier, a loose semantic cannon
that can be filled with a variety of meaning and used accordingly in discoursive
battles (see Laclau & Mouffe 1985: 105ff). But as I mentioned earlier, modern
satanic interpretations of “Satanism” cannot be subsumed under a simplistic
anti-Christian nomenclature. To comprehend this present situation we must turn
to the reinterpretations of literary Romanticism and “occultists” of the nineteenth
century, which have disembedded Satan and Satanism from a Christian context in
modernity.

Dis-embedding and re-embedding are closely related to the process of
detraditionalization and the wider processes of privatization, secularization and
globalization inherent in late modernity.'> First proposed by Anthony Giddens,
disembedding describes a condition of social activity and social relations in modern
societies alongside separation of time and space and a reflexive appropriation of
knowledge (Giddens 1990: 21ff, 53ff): “... the “lifting out” of social relations
from local contexts of interaction and their restructuring across indefinite spans
of time-space” (ibid: 21). As developed by Olav Hammer, the dual processes of
dis- and reembedding should be understood as techniques or strategies of
appropriation and legitimation in modern religions — they can thus explain the
radical eclecticism and syncretism in meaning- and identity-making today (Hammer
2001a, 2001b): “Bits and pieces of non-Western traditions are dissmbedded from
their original religious contexts. Through an incessant bricolage carried out by
leading religious virtuosi, these fragments are re-embedded in a modern, Western
esoteric religious setting” (Hammer 2001a: 56). Hammer then places the results
of these strategies on a spectrum from structurally conservative to structurally
radical cultural products of reinterpretation: Old wine on new bottles as opposed
to new wine on old bottles (ibid.: 46).

It is my firm belief that these hypotheses can be applied to processes within
Western traditions, here namely the figure of Satan; as such, the disembedding and
reembedding of Satan has moved from a more structurally conservative mould,
where surface characteristics are changed but the basic dynamics of the Christian
adversary are retained, as in romantic, early esoteric and modernist interpretations,
to a more structurally radical mould, where the surface characteristics are retained
but the basic structures are new, as in rationalist and esoteric Satanism today. Let
me explain through some examples.

Various figures in the Romantic Movement, such as Lord Byron, Percy Bysshe
Shelley and William Blake, disembedded the Devil, Satan, Lucifer from the narrow
constraints of Christianity and reembedded the figure in an aesthetic and classical
context: The ultimate rebel and tragic hero (See Russell 1986: 168ff, Schock

12" This is not the place to discuss the finer points of secularization theory; suffice it

to say that while I agree with Christopher Partridge’s excellent analysis, I still consider
secularization a valid, although complex, multiform and reversible, explanation of
developments in western societies (Partridge 2004: Part 1).
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2003, Dyrendal 2005: 50f, Faxneld 2006: 85ff). Through a synthetization of
Satan with Prometheus and Pan, which is parallel to Hammer’s concept of pattern
recognition (Hammer 2001a: 51f), Satan is reinterpreted to support an ideological
and aesthetic rebellion against the norm — a carnal and emotional individualist
against the cold ratio of science, the arid morality of Christianity and the tyranny
of political repression.'® This reinterpretation is not without predecessors; it is
in fact a consequence of the moral ambivalence of the Devil in folk myths, the
partisan reading of John Milton’s Paradise Lost and especially the secularization
of Enlightenment philosophers (Russell 1986: 156, 169; Schock: 5ff, 11ff). From
then on, the genie is out of the bottle, so to speak: Satan and Satanism have gained
a new meaning outside Christianity:

The story of Satan takes on the aspect of a modern myth, wherein the conventional
explanatory power of primary myth is displaced by other social functions.
Destroyed as a pattern of traditional belief, the story of Satan becomes a
desacralized and flexible form, its structure and meaning receptive to ideological
manipulation and more radical transformation. (Schock 2003: 17)

One is tempted to continue the story through Hammer’s stages of appropriation:
From the initial travel reports, where a custom is presented, it is gradually
transformed by spokespersons within the esoteric milieu on a discursive and then
practical level through DIY-books and trendsetting templates (Hammer 2001a:
51). In the same vein, various decadent, modernist and fin de siecle inheritors of
the romantic spirit continued and expanded on the tentative re-appropriation of
Satan and the “Satanic” identity (Russell 1986: 190ff, Faxneld 2006: 97, 125ff),
only to be integrated in the cultic milieu of the modern west.

What should be underlined in the present analysis is that these initial “travel
reports” retain a structurally conservative conception of Satan, as the return to
traditional Christian interpretations by many a maturing rebel alludes to. Both
Jeftrey B. Russell and Peter A. Schock stress the unsystematic and ambivalent use
of Satan that consciously or unconsciously are presented by Romantic Satanism
and later decadents (Russell 1986: 156, Schock 2003: 5-6). Both traditionally
Christian, pseudo-Gnostic and integrative understandings of Satan can be
found side by side,' but they are still far from the wholly modern oppositional

13 T should stress that this interpretation is based primarily on English Romanticism;

in reality the Romantic view of science, religion and politics is complicated by various
interpretations and reinterpretations in the development of these ideas in different countries
and at different times.

4" Gnostic (Satan is good, Jahve is evil) and integrative (Satan and God are two sides of
the same coin) interpretations of Satanism are described by Joachim Schmidt as distinctive
types (Schmidt 2002: 11ff) — I would rather include them as part of a wider Christian field

or at the most proto-esoteric Satanism to simplify matters.
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self-religion to be found today, and should rather be understood as early symbolic
and political appropriations of Satan than Satanism as such.

Basically, the same reservation is suitable for the next stage of appropriation,
namely the gradual transformation by spokespersons within the esoteric milieu
on a discursive level, although the esoteric dimension is strengthened as Satan is
integrated “to fit with culturally predetermined elements of their own (Western)
tradition” (Hammer 2001a: 51). Thus the positive re-evaluation and liberation
from a Christian context can be seen in the work of H.P. Blavatsky, Eliphas Levi
and Aleister Crowley, for example — but what is striking is that their Gnostic and/
or integrative interpretations are still rather dependent on a Christian “matrix”
(Faxneld 2006: 101ff), and Satan is made to fulfil a purpose rather than be the
purpose itself, so to speak. The most radical early exponent of disembedding in this
period (late nineteenth and early twentieth century) is Stanislaw Przybyszewski,
whose Die Synagoge Satans (“Satan’s Synagogue”, 1897/1900) and Satans
Kinder (“Satan’s Children”) (1897) occasionally anticipate later, more rationalistic
interpretations of Satan, as Satan is equated with the principle of evolution and the
brutal nature of existence, and the human is inherently satanic (ibid.: 140ff). When
one delves deeper into the thoughts of Przybyszewski, though, he is still dependent
on Gnostic inversions and always considered himself a Catholic (ibid.).

With the third stage of appropriation, the practical DIY books “that transform
the new element from a belief to be accepted to a practice to be performed or an
experience to be sought after” (Hammer 2001a: 51), we get closer to the matter
of structurally radical products. Even though the DIY-metaphor is stretched rather
far, I will consider the use of Satan by Ben Kadosh, the sex-magical order around
Maria de Naglowska and Fraternitas Saturni in the early part of the twentieth
century more practical examples of reembedding (Faxneld 2006: 150-194,
Flowers 1997: 147ff). Satan is integrated in ritual practices and organizational
aspects, and the positive evaluation is now keyed to personal realization through
esoteric work — thus only faint traces of Christianity are left, although the groups
in all cases utilize earlier understandings of Satan. In this sense, we now arrive at
early formulations of esoteric Satanism in the sense I have described previously,
and it is only a matter of time before the “trendsetting templates” of Anton LaVey’s
The Satanic Bible and Church of Satan, Michael Aquino’s The Book of Coming
Forth By Night and Temple of Set, and Tani Jantsang’s Dark Doctrines makes
Satanism generally available and Satan the detraditionalized symbol found today.
These formulations are clearly eclectic and only relate to Christian concepts on the
surface level — they are structurally radical cultural products.

If we now move towards contemporary religious Satanism itself as a synchronic
entity, these disembedding and reembedding processes are appropriated by
modern groups and individuals in a wider appeal to tradition, one of three major
strategies of epistemology discussed in Olav Hammers seminal work Claiming
Knowledge (Hammer 2001b). In this sense, historical processes of appropriation
are retroactively used to selectively construct an emic historiography — the modern
interpretations of Satanism are antedated to previous times and the historical
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actors recruited in the modern struggles for ownership of the concept (ibid.:
34-36 and Part IV). Through the dual tactics of appropriation and innovation,
significant exotic Others are embedded in novel constructions of tradition built
upon a syncretism of homogenized elements, providing the new traditions with
a much needed validity and authority — that of age and continuity (ibid.: 501).
Apart from the figures and movements already mentioned, Friederich Nietzsche,
Marquis de Sade and Benjamin Franklin are examples of Others recruited as “de
facto-satanists”, to use a LaVeyan term."

Aside from the appeal to tradition or emic historiography, Hammer mentions
the appeal to self (narratives of experience, conversion narratives) and the appeal
to science (as a language of faith) as legitimizing strategies, which provide other
avenues of authority, namely individual experience and rationality. Both can be
found in formulations within satanic groups; compare the themes of balance,
satanic nature and rituals above, where individual experience is emphasized and
tempered by appeals to science. What is important in the present context, however,
is that the various strategies are aimed two ways as boundary maintenance:
inwards and outwards. To understand this further, let us return to the delimiting
exercises | undertook in the beginning. We should understand modern Satanism
as a contested space, where actors of different persuasions compete as to the
ownership of definition in public claims-making arenas.

In a recent article on the social construction of Witchcraft and Wicca, Titus
Hjelm presents a “contextual process model for the location of religions in
society” (Hjelm 2007: 293). Society and culture’s conceptions of religion and
the alternative religion’s very existence meet in the claims-making arena, where
boundary maintenance and legitimation takes place. This in turn relate back to
both society and religion in feedback loops through the “reciprocal typification
of religions and adherents by those participating in public discourse” (ibid.: 297).
Some discoursive battles result in a temporary unification of interests within the
alternative religion to meet threats from without, thus providing a shared identity
and sense of community, while the same or other battles, whether from the outside
or inside, produce divisions and fragmentation in the movement: “One the one
hand, struggling against negative stereotypes and misinformation, contemporary
Witchceraft has changed into a more “exoteric” movement. On the other hand, the
same process has created new boundaries within the movement” (ibid.: 306. Note
deleted).

This could easily be transferred to contemporary religious Satanism understood
as a satanic milieu. In the same vein, modern spokespersons of Satanism tend

15" As a side note, it is important to remember that the strategy has a negative as well

as a positive side: Syncretism functions both as a positive identification and negative
distancing, and it is important to grasp both what is used and what is ignored or perhaps
mentioned as negative Others (and thus in a sense builds the positive identity — we are not
as compared to who they are) (Rothstein 1996: 18ff). This subtext of explicit denial or
implicit aporia is an important part of any tradition.
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to address the cultural stereotype of the bloodthirsty cultist with some unified
fervour. In this sense, Satanism tries to conform to a vague understanding of “good
religion” (ibid.: 291f) in the surrounding society in sharp contrast to Christian
commentators and popular media. Conversely, a too broad understanding of
Satanism attracts unwanted “dabblers”, joins together incompatible interpretations
under one diffuse nomenclature and weakens the antinomian side of Satanism
itself. This prompts the various interventions of “pseudo-Satanism” and boundary
maintenance found in satanic literature and on satanic websites and message boards
(see Petersen 2002b and Lewis 2003: 103ff).'® To understand this, let me provide
three interpretive matrices as related to the processes of producing, distributing
and consuming modern Satanism (Fairclough 1992: 73, Hammer 2001a: 43f).

Transgressive and mundane subcultural capital is used by Keith Kahn-Harris to
describe various ways of claiming power and status by contributing to the “scene”
of extreme metal (Kahn-Harris 2007: Chapter 6). While mundane subcultural
capital connects to mundane practices oriented towards collective space, such
as knowledge of history, genres and bands, scenic ethics and commitment to
the scene, transgressive capital connects to radical expressions of individualism
and thus authenticity, innovation and nonconformity to trends. As such mundane
capital relates to traditional fields of power and acts as a unifying force, while
transgressive capital are embroiled in fields of culture and art and functions as a
force of fragmentation. Both are necessary for the scene: Mundane actors solidify
the scene and acts as audience, whereas transgressive actors provide renewal and
pleasure.

These categories and the underlying understanding of negotiation and
performance can be used to understand various positions within the satanic milieu
and concrete groups. First of all, there is some overlap between the positive
self-realization and negative non-conformity of the individual Satanist, as this
individual project inevitably becomes related to the wider milieu, especially on the
internet. But both self-realization and non-conformity are related to transgressive
capital; it is rather in the explicit commitment to “Satanism” or some specific group
that mundane subcultural capital starts to accrue. Even a religion as individualistic
as modern Satanism has signposts that can be found on the internet, in movement
texts and on rarer occasions through collective activities. The further one moves
from non-committed seeker to collective commitment, the stronger the signposts.
In many ways these processes stand in a dialectic relationship with the clustering
of elements I described earlier and the specific “what’s” that are promoted as
satanic (Dyrendal 2005, 2008, forthcoming).

Secondly, the two types of capital are in tension: Mundane capital views
excessive transgression as a threat, while transgressive capital views excessive
mundaneity as conformity or selling out. Modern Satanists often point to excessive

16 The examples are legio: see Scar 1998 vs. Shankbone 2007, the Satanic Bunco

Sheet, Barton 1995, Rose 2000, Nemo 2007 and Gilmore 1999, 2005a, 2007: 170ff for
illustrative examples.
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transgression, as with Black Metal musicians’ church burnings and murders; but
too much mainstream is also detrimental to the uniqueness of Satanism as such and
to the individual identity.'” This is also translated into a battle of generations. New
members and participants are on the one hand marginalized by older members
before they accumulate capital; on the other, the young members criticise the
control and conformity of the established satanic groups.

Bearing this generational conflict in mind, another interpretive matrix is the
concept of “routinization of creativity” as proposed by Helen A. Berger. She
concludes her analysis of contemporary Witchcraft in the United States with
a chapter on the “routinization of creativity”: “... as the religion itself changes
from a fluid structure emphasizing individual innovation and creativity to a
more formalized religion, there is a growing schism between those who support
or work for structural modification of the religion and those who oppose these
changes” (Berger 1999: 100). Although the name remains the same, whether
Wicca or Satanism, things change through the establishment of tradition and
institutionalization. Fissures erupt between older members with children and
younger members, organizers and participants, spokespersons and grunts and
newcomers and old-timers. All in all, these pressures result in standardization of
rituals and practices, professionalization of administration and a homogenization
of expression in both the smaller groups and in the movement as a whole (Berger
1999: 122).

This can of worms is obvious in the tension between older groups within the
satanic milieu and younger participants on the edges, when formalized databases,
FAQ sheets and introductory texts are posted online to answer the common
questions the older members are tired of answering (Petersen 2002b, 2007). It is
also obvious within groups, producing schismatic groups and conflicts of interest
(for an early example, see Petersen [forthcoming]).

A third matrix for the construction and performance of contemporary religious
Satanism [ want to mention here is the factor of nationality. Contemporary
Satanism is mainly an American phenomenon from its inception, and much can
be said about the effects of globalization and the internet, and the effects of these
distributory elements on both production and consumption of Satanism (see
Sederlind & Dyrendal and the fifth primary document in the present volume).
There is no doubt that the conflict of the global and the local affects Satanism as
well, and the satanic milieu should be understood as a glocalized phenomenon.
On the other hand, we are talking about small groups both on a local and global
level, and it is not my impression that nationality itself plays a large part in identity
construction within Satanism. Perhaps it is only fitting that the central instrument
in promoting awareness of other Satanists, the global, transnational internet, is
also the main battleground for the definitions of Satanism today.

7 1t is my experience that debates erupt from time to time around “toothless”

conformist Satanism and the “revival” of LaVey’s one part outrage or non-conformity.
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The “Why” of Satanism: Overview of the Contributions and Primary
Material

The aim of life is self-development. To realise one’s nature perfectly — that is
what each of us is here for. People are afraid of themselves, nowadays. They
have forgotten the highest of all duties, the duty that one owes to one’s self. Of
course they are charitable. They feed the hungry, and clothe the beggar. But their
own souls starve, and are naked. Courage has gone out of our race. Perhaps we
never really had it. The terror of society, which is the basis of morals, the terror
of God, which is the secret of religion — these are the two things that govern us.
Oscar Wilde: The Picture of Dorian Gray, 1908 (1890) (pp. 28-29)

As we have seen, contemporary religious Satanism in its’ many guises should
be understood as a complex negotiation of atheism, secularism, esotericism and
self: A self-religion in the modern age. Through the double move of negative
delimitations of identity (estrangement or “Othering”), and positive constructions
of identity (affinity, alterity and appropriation), modern Satanisms provide tools for
the realization of one’s self in a secular age — realizations that attempt to bridge the
gap between matter and intellect, nature and culture, rationality and mystery that
is entrenched in Western culture. The concrete solutions are varied; from Church
of Satan’s carnal to Temple of Set’s isolate self. But they all understand the power
of transgression allying oneself with a most powerful symbol of resistance. It is
thus no wonder that Satanism has some appeal in modern societies demanding
reflexive negotiations of individuality and belonging, tradition and renewal and
self and Other; in fact, it corresponds rather neatly to the wider contours of a
diluted Western, post-protestant and late-capitalist ideology (Alfred 1976: 198fY),
and I would advocate the inclusion of modern Satanism in all its multiplicity in the
wider academic studies of contemporary Western religion to answer the elusive
“why”. I think it would be fitting to pass on the stage to the contributors of this
book.

The contributions are divided into three parts. The first part contains broader
studies of influential groups and important aspects of the Satanic milieu, especially
regarding historical developments, the construction of tradition and issues of
legitimacy. The second part narrows the view to regional variations, especially
with studies on Northern and Eastern Europe. The third part consists of primary
documents selected for their representational and informational value, with
material from rationalist and esoteric groups covering five different angles. These
documents will be introduced individually in Part III.

The first two chapters in Part I are revised editions of seminal papers on modern
Satanism. Graham Harvey’s “Satanism: Performing Alterities and Othering”, which
is loosely based on his important study of Satanism in Britain in 1995, examines
the major strands of modern Satanism and relates them to the confrontations and
identity-constructions in modernity. He suggests that we should be aware of the
complexities of the word Satanism as both a self-designation and instrument of
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Othering — we all imagine alterities and others, but some also identify with these
alterities as others.

James R. Lewis’ “Infernal Legitimacy” expands on the arguments from
“Diabolical Authority” (2002) regarding the construction of authority and
legitimacy in The Satanic Bible, the Church of Satan and in the modern Satanic
subculture. Important avenues of legitimacy stem from the (partly fictional)
biography of Anton LaVey, the dual appeal to science and tradition and the
monumental importance of The Satanic Bible itself. Using questionnaire data
and hermeneutical analysis, the chapter illustrates the complex negotiations and
conflicts around Satan, Satanism and the Satanic today.

Asbjern Dyrendal’s “Darkness Within: Satanism as a Self-religion”, further
expounds on an idea first put forth by Graham Harvey, namely that we could
understand modern Satanism as “self-religion” or “self-spirituality”. Dyrendal puts
the hypothesis to the test through a comparison of standard New Age formulations
and in-depth analyses of the Church of Satan and the Temple of Set. He suggests
that we can see similarities in both diagnosis, goals and cure, but that Satanism has
alternate ways of conceptualizing Self, socialization and empowerment in relation
to modernity.

Maxwell Davies’ contribution, “Self-Conscious Routinization and the
Post-Charismatic Fate of the Church of Satan from 1997 to the Present”, is
a development of James R. Lewis’ analysis mentioned above, as Davies takes
the theory of Max Weber and applies it to the evolution of the Church of Satan
primarily after the death of Anton LaVey. Thus the hows and the whys of the
post-LaVey church is explained through an examination of the motivations for
its continued existence and the structural roles created within it to maintain the
charisma of its founder routinized in the Church itself.

In “Embracing Others than Satan: The Multiple Princes of Darkness in the
Left-Hand Path Milieu” Kennet Granholm takes a critical look at the scholarship
working with Satanic and Left-Hand Path groups in order to clarify the concepts
and definitions in the field. The two terms are not congruent; thus he proposes the
concept of “post-Satanism” to differentiate between groups designating themselves
as Satanic and groups that, while in the general trajectory of modern Satanism,
should be demarcated and studied in other terms. Granholm strongly advocates
the abolition of the term Satanism as it is associated with negative connotations
and does not cover the specific constructions of tradition and identity found in
contemporary groups.

Concluding Part I, Kathleen Lowney’s “The Devil’s Down in Dixie: Studying
Satanism in South Georgia” could be considered as more of a reflection piece in
that it discusses the various problems inherent in the study of adolescent Satanists
and Satanic groups in relation to the researcher, the researched and the wider
community. The autobiographical story detailing Lowney’s experiences with the
review board, the community, the media, and the Satanists themselves highlight
the difficulties in doing qualitative research on a controversial topic and provides
important ethnographical advice through an intriguing personal narrative.
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The first chapter in Part II, Milda Alisauskiene’s “The Peculiarities of Lithuanian
Satanism: Between Crime and Atheism in Cyberspace” focuses on the particulars
of Satanism in the national context of Lithuania. She presents an insiders look at
Satanism through the presentation of an interview with “Heretic” and “Travelling
in the Dark” of the amorphous group The Brotherhood of the Dark, while the
subsequent analysis evaluate both the classificatory system of Massimo Introvigne
and the plurality of Satanisms in Lithuania in relation to medialized myths and
empirical realities.

In the chapter “Satanism in Estonia”, Ringo Ringvee examines the complex
political manoeuvres of the Church and state in Estonia and contrasts them with
the different actions of youth Satanists and rationalist LaVeyan Satanists both
in relation to each other and the political reality of a young liberal democracy.
While it seems that reactions based on moral panic and stereotypical profiling are
strong in Estonia, primarily because of the ostensive actions of adolescents and the
knee-jerk attitudes of the media, churches and the political and judicial systems,
organized Satanists have tried to gain recognition and have a presence there.

Rafal Smoczynski’s “Cyber-Satanism and Imagined Satanism: Dark Symptoms
of Late Modernity” analyses two diverging discourses related to Satanism: the
imagined Satanism of anti-Satanist circles and the identities and traditions of
existing Satanic on-line communities in Poland. While both are very real and have
very real consequences, the first discourse is related to repressive fantasies and
mythological symbolizations of the monstrous Other that Smoczynski examines
through Freudian theory, while the other relates to the identity-construction of
self-designated individuals and groups in contemporary, secularized society. This
second discourse as expressed on-line is characterized by fluidity and eclecticism
and could be studied as neo-tribal communities.

In an effort to shed some light on an alleged cultural gap within Satanism,
Didrik Sederlind and Asbjern Dyrendal’s “Social Democratic Satanism? Some
Examples of Satanism in Scandinavia” examines the complex negotiations of
style, ideology and legitimation in Satanism from America and Scandinavia
through interviews with spokespersons in these milieus. These negotiations are
seen as both heterogenizing adaptive responses to globalized Satanism and more
locally founded adaptations, thus making modern Satanism as much a part of
the “glocalizing” trend as any other. In addition, core values such as “creative
alienation” and “rational self-interest” are activated in different ways in different
social contexts, as success and opposition are conceptualized in various ways in
local contexts.

Gry B. Mork’s chapter ““With my Art I am the fist in the Face of God’: On Old-
School Black Metal” is a detailed and insightful look at the discourse and practices
of Norwegian Black Metal in the early nineties. Even though it is obviously rather
a worship of darkness, nature and masculinity than Satanism in the sense used in
this book, and thus understood as an adolescent rebellion and meaning-making,
she manages to isolate some parallels with religious Satanism and illustrate some
ideological similarities between reactive, paradigmatically conform Satanism and
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organized Satanisms of a rationalist or esoteric bend. Consequently, paradigmatic
Satanism as understood as inverted Christianity and worship of Darkness are
shown to be deeply meaningful for those involved, especially as constructions of
masculinity and delimitations between cultural expressions.

Through the examination of two charges of ““satanic” crime, Andrea Menegotto’s
“Italian Martyrs of Satanism: Sister Maria Laura Mainetti and Father Giorgio
Govoni” confirms the findings of a number of scholars regarding the satanic panic
and the mythological character of the alleged perpetrators. In the process, he
accurately distinguishes between adolescent “Satanism” of the deviant sort and
the modern Satanism of organized groups whether “occult” or “rationalist”, and
relates these to juridical and media-related aspects of Italian society.

Dave Evans’ “Speculating on the Point 003 Percent? Some Remarks on the
Chaotic Satanic Minorities in the UK” investigates the complex relations between
chaos magicians, Satanists, Left-Hand Path practitioners, Christian authorities
and wider society. Even within small minority groups (or perhaps especially
within minority groups) the processes of Othering are working against Satanists,
replacing self-identification with demonization. In order to clarify why Satanism
occupies this position, Evans discusses the results of two different British censuses
and dives into various expressions of mythological and literary Satanism and the
Left-Hand Path.
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Chapter 2
Satanism: Performing Alterity and Othering'

Graham Harvey

From among the many religious identities available today, there are a few people
who chose to name themselves Satanists. In this paper, discussion of the activities
and interests of such people is generated by the related facts that (a) their Satanism
is a performance of alterity and (b) discourses about Satanism are generally
revelatory of society’s obsessions. That is, both “insiders” and “outsiders” similarly
construct “Satanic” identities even when their understandings are (or can be) quite
different. Satan continues to be the archetypal “other” and “transgressor”. The
precise form of transgression encouraged by such archetypes is, in turn, generative
of passionate discourses from both self-identified Satanists and those claiming to
know what Satanism “really is”.

The research base for this paper began as a short ethnographic project in
1995 which aimed to discover if there were, in fact, self-identified Satanists
in Britain. Discussion of the results of that project forms the majority of what
follows. The parallel question of what a wider (but “interested”) population think
about Satanism has concerned me in various ways since 1995. Unsurprisingly,
evangelical Christians have a stake here. But so too do various kinds of therapists
and journalists. A shift in the discourses of both some kinds of Satanism and some
kinds of opposition to Satanism (whether real or imagined) has taken place since
1995. One example is the proliferation of material available on the internet and
therefore the increase of access to ideas about (if not membership of) Satanist groups
(Petersen 2002). Another example of shifting expressions of or about Satanism
is media interest in violence committed by self-identified Satanist vampires in
Germany. Thus, discussion of the Satanism of the Church of Satan, the Temple of
Set and the Order of the Nine Angles (respectively the founding form, the largest
exemplar and the intended most sinister form of Satanism today) is followed by
some comments on “Satanic vampires.” A conclusion will make explicit comments
on the related processes and performances of alterity and othering.

! The chapter is a revised version of “Satanism: Performing Alterity and Othering”,

SYZYGY: Journal of Alternative Religion and Culture vol. 11 (2002), pp. 53—68.
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Self-identified Satanism

Some self-identified Satanists belong to organizations of various sizes, some do
not. Satanists hold wildly different understandings about what Satanism might
be, what Satanists might do in order to justify their self-identity, and indeed about
whom they think Satan is. They also vary in their claims about the origins or
earlier history of Satanism. This, of course, is unsurprising because that “history”
is comprised (largely or entirely) of claims and accusations and counts for very
little in the construction of Satanists’ identities. Thus, I offer no view of the origins
of the Devil, and say nothing decisive about when the “Black Mass” might have
originally been performed. In fact, it matters little for this discussion whether such
rituals were literary fictions or carnivalesque parodies, instruments of political and
religious power struggles or hedonism reified into identity-politics, or actual and
genuine acts of veneration to a putative devil. For what it is worth, I doubt that
anyone before the late nineteenth century willing accepted the label “Satanist”.
Once people did begin to use the name it was almost certainly in order to appear
more interestingly sinister. This, however, could only happen once it was fairly
safe to do so — i.e. it is a product and evidence of a degree of secularization.
However, only a very few individuals named themselves Satanists until the late
sixties. It is to that time that I now turn.

Satanism’s Foundation

Anton Szandor LaVey founded Satanism by forming the Church of Satan (CoS) in
the sixties in California, and by writing The Satanic Bible (1969) and other similar
books (see LaVey 1972, 1992). Undoubtedly he drew on existing beliefs and claims
about Satan and Satanism. But LaVey’s Satanism could only be mistaken for the
“coming out”, going public, or admission of the reality of the earlier fantasies
and fears by someone who refused to read what LaVey wrote, listen to what he
said, and observe what his Church did. Almost all that the CoS has in common
with what people might expect Satanism to be is the sinister mask its founder and
members like to present to the gullible. Really antisocial or immoral “Satanism”
is no more substantial in CoS than in LaVey’s alleged performance as the Devil
in the film Rosemary’s Baby. Certainly the performance is supposed to disturb,
perhaps even offend, people — but it is play acting. LaVey’s Satanism behind the
mask and masquerade is something else: a “self-religion”.

Paul Heelas coined the term “self-spirituality” to refer to the New Age movement
(Heelas 1996). It usefully indicates what is central to a number of contemporary
spiritualities: a project to discover, empower and enact our authentic (inner) nature
currently contaminated by socialization. In the language of the New Age, “You
are God, you are God, you are God.” And this “God” is to be found within, and
its potential should be realized and expressed. This can generate spirituality of the
mystical (or mystifying) kind separated from the everyday, the ordinary and the
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mundane. But New Age is usually more like other religions in that it is inseparable
from other aspects of life. In fact, some critics object to the success orientation of
some New Agers. Indeed, New Age is manifest as much in styles of business as
it is in devotion to angels and cosmic harmony. There is a logic in the notion that
people who know they are God should be able to sell whatever they wish to sell
and receive whatever they wish to receive.

Anton LaVey’s CoS is a self-spirituality with a twist. It is not that Satanists
insist “You are Satan, you are Satan, you are Satan” in some inversion of New
Age and Christianity. Rather, it is that the attempted discovery of the true, inner
self is undertaken not by positive thinking and harmonious living, and that the
expression of one’s true divinity is all “light”, but that Satanism claims an even
more radical rejection of socialization. According to LaVey religions are about
power over people, gained when ordinary needs and desires are identified as
“sin” or “delusion” and a “solution” (salvation or enlightenment) is offered to the
obedient. Satan is the questioning of this system. Satan encourages each person to
experiment and discover whether or not they find such needs and desires helpful.

LaVey’s writings and CoS’ magazine, The Black Flame, continually speak
about Satan as if the name referred to an actual entity who speaks, acts, plans,
desires, inspires and is addressed and summoned. Satan is, for example, said to
be delighted when Christians use sensual music, and to accuse them of hypocrisy
when they both bless troops and preach peace (LaVey 1969: 49). However,
such talk of a seemingly personal Satan is intended to reinforce or empower the
individual Satanist’s “rational self-interest”. Ritual, magic and lifestyle are boosted
by such “psychodrama.” Satan is a useful image for encouraging individualism as
it refers to “opposition” or “non-conformity”: “The reason it’s called Satanism
is because it’s fun, it’s accurate and it’s productive” (LaVey 1992: 10). This is
not a movement based on revelation from a divinity but a self-religion which
encourages each individual to reach their own potential and promotes “rational
self-interest”.

In fact, it was somewhat inaccurate above to speak of the “discovery” of the
true self: “One does not ‘find’ oneself, One creates one’s self” (LaVey 1992: 44). In
order to “create one’s self”’, people are encouraged to honestly indulge their desires
in the context of their society. CoS encourages people not to be abusive (a sign
of immaturity) but to be oneself socially — albeit strongly and successfully. CoS
does not offer a system of enlightenment or a technique for religious experience,
but encourages “indulgence and a glorification of the carnal and the material”
(Gilmore 1993). Satanism is not “a striving towards divinity” (either one’s own
or that of some greater being) but an acceptance and celebration of humanity’s
animal physical nature (Nadramia 1993). “The Satanist is expected not to worship
diabolical deities but rather to manipulate them as symbols for the purpose of
one’s own glorification and gratification” (Alfred 1976: 185).

The Satanism of CS can be summarized (though with careful attention to
context) in the first two of “the Nine Satanic Statements’ in The Satanic Bible:
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1. Satan represents indulgence, instead of abstinence!
2. Satan represents vital existence, instead of spiritual pipe dreams!
(LaVey 1969: 25).

The Nine Statements are more fully explored throughout LaVey’s writings and
The Black Flame and are also discussed in Alfred (1976).

For our present purposes, the sociological structure of CoS is important for two

reasons: first, it is indicative of the nature of Satanism, and second, it led to another
organization. CoS spread as a series of “chartered grottos” led by people who
could demonstrate their “satanic” credentials by buying a charter and attracting a
group. In the 1975 CoS “ceased its chartered grotto system as it was an experiment
that was completed” and has since then “truly encourage[d] individualism and
self-achievement” (Gilmore 1994; also see Barton 1990: 119, 129). People who
join CoS now become members of a network and are free to meet together but
rarely do so, valuing the encouraged independence. Their major link is through
The Black Flame, published in New York and distributed world-wide. Thus, there
is now no organized group called the Church of Satan. But it seems clear that when
CoS did function as a series of linked local meetings, this fitted uneasily with
its ideology and was probably intended to fail. The affirmation of individuality,
personal excellence and self indulgence might encourage people to play at being
leaders, but their success must be counted by the lack of followers. This kind
of Satanism does not generate group cohesion and congregational structures, but
promotes individualism and networking. In the UK in 1995 the best indicator of
the size of CoS was the distribution of The Black Flame, and that indicates very
low numbers indeed. Neither was there evidence of any desire for growth and I
have seen no indications that CoS has grown since then.
Meanwhile, despite the important and lasting influence of LaVey and CoS on
contemporary Satanism, their non-metaphysical approach and rejection of
hierarchical degree structures has led some Satanists to form their own diverse
groups. A brief aside on claims about multi-generational Satanism might be useful
before that, in order to be very clear about an implication of the above.

Multi-Generational Satanism

Contrary to the claim of the previous section that Satanism was initiated by
Anton LaVey in the sixties — or, perhaps more accurately, that LaVey took various
available fictional images of Satanism and created a reality — it is sometimes
asserted that Satanism exists in particular families or groups over many
generations, perhaps originating hundreds of years ago. Not only have I found no
evidence to demonstrate the veracity of such claims, but [ am persuaded that there
is good evidence to question the likelihood of such multi-generational Satanism.
The claims themselves are usually both exaggerated and inexact. Exaggerations
include extravagant assertions such as that ten percent of the British population
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are Satanists. At the same time it is often claimed that “a member of the royal
family is a Satanist” without anyone publicly naming the accused. Similar claims
are made in many other countries, all politicians and other famous figures are
evidently suspect of leading a conspiracy that includes a remarkably large number
of other people and threatens to engulf entire societies. In my research among
a wide variety of self-identified Satanists I have yet to hear a narrative that is
commonplace among most other religionists. Wiccans often claim to have been
initiated by a grandmother, evangelical Christians often claim to have been led to
Jesus by a relative. The only people who make even vaguely similar claims about
Satanism are those claiming to have escaped. It is, at least, most unlikely that if
multi-generational Satanism exists it never includes those who are happy to be
Satanists. More than this, the very nature of Satanism requires doubt about it being
disseminated within families or the kinds of groups alleged.>

The Temple of Set

The Temple of Set (ToS) is an international organization which was incorporated
as a non-profit Church in California in 1975, receiving state and federal recognition
and tax-exemption later that year.

During research about “Satanic ritual abuse” (Harvey 1995a) [ was approached
by a UK member of the ToS who was concerned that I might be given false
information regarding Satanism and the ToS. After some correspondence the
ToS agreed (with some enthusiasm) to distribute a questionnaire specifically
designed for its membership in Britain. Both the senior British ToS initiate, David
Austen, and the Temple’s High Priest, Michael Aquino, were said to have been
keen that members responded to the questionnaire. I published the results of that
questionnaire survey (Harvey 1995b) and here provide a summary of the Temple’s
interests and activities. The continuing validity of my previous research has been
checked by reference to the vast amounts of information now easily obtainable by
careful internet searches.?

It may be useful to begin with the question of numbers. In 1995 I received
eleven responses to my questionnaire. When I discussed this with David Austen
in an interview he suggested that this was around twenty percent of the UK
membership. I am fairly confident that ToS is the largest “Satanist” organization
in the UK (and in many other countries) and conclude that there are less than one
hundred such Satanists in the UK. However, even these numbers might give a false
impression. We should not imagine a gathering of fifty ToS Satanists for whatever
purposes. Jean La Fontaine reports that “according to one former member I spoke
to who attended several meetings, they never assembled more than about twelve

2 For a discussion drawing similar conclusions see La Fontaine 1998.

Most of this information was only available to ToS members in 1995 but some of it
was made available to me during that research.

3
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members” (La Fontaine 1998: 47). As with CoS, the ToS encourages individualism,
not congregationalism. Members network (especially through the medium of the
internet) but rarely meet.

ToS Satanists — perhaps I should call them Setians — are mostly male, between
the ages of twenty and fifty. Questions about employment and sexual orientation
provide a pattern much like that for the rest of the population. The only surprise
(to me) came in response to a question about political affiliations as demonstrated
in voting patterns in the previous Parliamentary Election. Despite all that I had
already been told I still expected a high incidence of extremism — at either or
both extremes of right and left. However, the responses revealed very ordinary
voting patterns: all had voted for the three main political parties, including Liberal
Democrats. There are, of course, many religionists who manage to separate their
politics from their religion (as, indeed, they separate other aspects of life into
more-or-less discrete domains). However, and also eschewing all conspiracy
theories that might imply a devious ploy to infiltrate “normal” society, I believe
these responses mean that Satanists like to project a sinister facade, but are actually
very little different to their neighbors.

ToS origins include deliberate self-differentiation from CoS in several ways,
most significantly in theology and sociology. In the publications of LaVey and
CoS it may seem that Satan is understood as an ontological being, truly existent
in some way that transcends ordinary reality, a divine figure. For example, The
Satanic Bible (LaVey 1969) seems to include revelatory statements, some in
Enochian (held by some magicians to be the angelic language). However, these
should be understood (according to members of CoS) as symbolic or metaphorical
stimulants to thought, endeavor and personal growth of the kinds valued and
encouraged by CoS. That is, there is no Satan in CoS. Official ToS theology seems
rather different. The understanding closest to being the “official” view of the TS
is that “Set is a real being” (some ToS members are happy to speak of Satan, but
many speak instead of Set). Michael Aquino founded ToS after, he claims, Set’s
self-revelation. One respondent to my questionnaire wrote:

Set is a real being who has offered his Gift of the Black Flame to mankind. This
means that man can become fully Self-conscious rather than remain tied to the
cosmic order. Set is not worshipped as a god, but is approached as a friend.

Even if Set is “not a god”, he is clearly understood to be more than a projection
of human desire or fear, more than an anthropomorphism justifying this or any
religion. To those respondents who insisted on distinguishing between Satan and
Set, the former is a “bogus bogeyman,” a “Judeo-Christian adversarial stereotype”
invented “to justify their [Christians’] own continued existence (they needed an
opposition, a wolf outside the village),” and something to “terrify believers into
submissive adherence to the utterings of the various faith leaders”. These views
match those eloquently expressed in The Satanic Bible. But many Setians go
further, understanding Set to be a real if “incorporeal entity,” “a metaphysical or
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mystical reality,” “an all powerful deity which has different faces, on the one side
I think it is the same as the Christian God, on the other is Set,” “a guide” and “the
Lord of this world,” “the ancient Egyptian God whose legends were twisted and
became the basis for the Christian Satan.” Some Setians consider Set to be “the
archetypal rebel,” “a figure representing pride, self-interest and self-gratification,”
“the undefinable [sic] thing that separates man from the other apes” or “the driving
force in human evolution.” Initiates are expected “to become” (a ToS catchword),
that is to become increasingly truer to themselves, increasingly independent,
increasingly like Set: “As Set was, we are; as Set is, we will be.” The shift between
the affirmation of Set’s reality and the recognition that this language might be
metaphorical is rarely systematized and never problematic in ToS. Whether Set
is “real” or not does not, finally, seem to matter a great deal: his role (as being or
as idea) is to encourage self exploration in those who speak of (and perhaps to)
him. Whether he symbolizes humanity’s difference from animals, or whether that
difference is Set’s gift (rather than a merely evolutionary change) is less important
than the chosen task of “becoming”.

Sociologically, ToS is also different from CoS. At first it seems as though ToS is
organized much like many other magical orders. There are deliberate hierarchical,
initiatory or sociological similarities to groups such as the Golden Dawn and other
esoteric movements (see York 1995 and Hanegraaff 1996). However, ToS’ “degree
structure” works somewhat differently. Initiates are not expected or required to
attempt to progress to what elsewhere might be the higher degrees. In ToS these
are largely administrative or overseer functions. The majority are expected to be
second degree or Adept II°, as ToS is more interested in individuals developing
themselves and finding their own level than in creating a group-identity arising
from everyone following exactly the same path. Basically, Adepts are recognized
as competent Black Magicians.

I discuss what ToS means by both “magic” and “black magic” in my earlier
article (Harvey 1995b). To briefly summarize a complex cosmology and psychology,
“magic” is the deliberate process of making changes according to “Will”. There
are “lesser” magics which might be the manipulation of things or events in the
objective (rather than subjective) universe, and “greater” magics which cause
change in the subjective universe. “Will” should be understood in line with the
theories of other magically orientated movements, which themselves recognizably
draw on Augustinian tradition. After all Aleister Crowley did not coin the phrase
“Love and Do What You Will” but derived it from Augustine, perhaps via Christian
esotericists. Something may be called “white” if it arises from and expresses the
false consciousness that the individual is doing something for altruistic reasons:
the benefit of others, the praise of deity, reaching for harmony with the cosmos or
some other “Other”. The ToS recognizes that a gift to charity is at least as much
an act of self-gratification as it is an attempt to be helpful. For the ToS this truism
encourages self-gratification as the best possible reason for action. Something is
“Black” when it celebrates the awareness of subjective benefit (even when this
includes the alleviation of others’ suffering, for example).
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Beyond the degree structure and the encouragement of “magic”, ToS is
organized around a (non-hierarchical) series of affinity groups called Pylons
after the gateways to Egyptian temples. Members of these too might never meet
outside of cyberspace and other forms of correspondence. They network about
topics of mutual interest that further the aims of ToS: broadly, to encourage self-
development. As a final reinforcement of this oft-repeated point, TS has no set
calendar and encourages the celebration of one’s birthday as the most important
point in one’s lifecycle.

Other Satanic Groups

There are a number of other Satanist groups. Most of these are small even when
they seem to have a larger presence. The Order of the Nine Angles (ONA) is a
good example. A prolific author who uses several different pen-names (e.g. Anton
Long, Stephen Brow and Christos Beest) has developed a form of Satanism that is
distinguishable by the complexity of its cosmology and by its assertion of the need
to be sinister. The former, however, elaborates ideas that are common ground to
many esotericists and to sci-fi films and books (e.g. that the everyday world is not
the only dimension of reality), while the latter is almost certainly the presentation
of a face designed to shock. My own (1995b) discussion of this group (or, more
likely, solitary individual) should be compared with that of Kevin Logan (1994)
— not because [ am uncertain of my own conclusions, but to demonstrate that we
are engaging with polemics that are all too often entangled with preconceptions
and generated by self-promotion. ONA’s own documents are available via various
websites (for example: “Necronomi” and “Satanservice”) alongside those of
various other organizations and individuals.

Magic and Witchcraft

In case any confusion remains, despite the similarities between some aspects of
Satanists’ worldviews, rhetoric and rituals and those of wider magical groups, there
is much that definitively distinguishes Satanism. The practices and self-identities
of witchcraft are also distinguishable from Satanism. The groups introduced above
are centrally concerned with individual personal growth and/or self-development.
They are akin to New Age in that they are correctly identifiable as self-religions
or self-spiritualities. Contemporary western witchcraft traditions are “nature-
religions” even when some of them are deeply interested in the self (e.g. Crowley
1989). The difference is that the “self” for nature-religionists is relational, while
it is thoroughly individual in self-religions. Some types of Pagan witchcraft and
magic might be no more deity centered than Satanism, but their foundations, goals
and flavors are quite different (see Harvey 1997). On the other hand, the typical
Pagan polemic against Satanism — that the latter shares a Christian worldview
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— is a misunderstanding. While “Satan” certainly derives from Christianity, the
Satan of Satanists is a far from biblical character. Satan here is far more like a
Jungian archetype, albeit of values not celebrated by Jung and his students. What
Christianity provided, possibly via popular imagination and Hollywood films, is
a sinister image. What that image both masks and reveals is very different in the
various communities of discourse that clash in misunderstanding what each other
mean. My suspicion is that some Satanists, at least, are happy for this clash of
misunderstanding to continue to make them seem more sinister. However, my
point in this section is to point out that while some Satanisms might be magical,
most magical groups are of a very different nature.

Satanic Ritual Abuse

In the eighties and nineties in the UK and elsewhere, a scare about the ritual abuse and
murder of children and adults proliferated. The allegations and controversies did not
remain in the arena of popular conspiracy theories, but became the subject of police
investigations and Court cases. The most comprehensive research and publication
about these issues is Jean La Fontaine’s excellent Speak of the Devil (1998). It
is unsurprising that much of the debate was fueled by conservative evangelical
Christians. More interesting is the role of the psychotherapeutic community because
that indicates much more about trends in contemporary societies. For example,
La Fontaine (1998: 191) concludes that “some therapy displays an approach to
allegations of satanic abuse that encourages belief and discourages scepticism in
a manner similar to that of fundamentalists”. This alone is powerfully indicative
of problematic tensions in modernity (including late- or post-modernity) between
critical enquiry and the overbearing authority of experts. Academics are in the
business of raising questions and continuing debate. The plethora of accusations
require examination but what is most interesting (for academia) is the question of
how particular knowledges are legitimated (Habermas 1975).

Alongside this, La Fontaine draws parallels between fairly well established
notions that accusations of witchcraft, sorcery or evil-doing become rife in periods
of social change and uncertainty. The fact that recent scares have focused on fears
for children’s safety significantly points to a pervasive nostalgia for a mythic past
when children were (allegedly) valued inhabitants of families with established
“traditional” patterns and roles. The fact is, however, that the accusations made
are nothing new. Many more-or-less marginal groups (Jews, Mormons, Masons,
Catholics, Protestants, Africans, Pagans, Communists, and many more) have
been victims of similar accusations in the past. Indeed, many of these groups
are still suspect to other groups (especially, of course, to evangelical Christians)
as exemplified by a recent report from the LA Times (Faucett 2002). An internet
search for information about Satan or Satanism will generate many links to sites
that make accusations recognizably like those leveled at others in the past. Denial
alone is not enough, despite the weight of evidence that points to the falsity of
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accusations of a satanic conspiracy involving sacrificial deaths and sexual abuses.*
Certainly we learn much about the accusers from considering their construction
of alterities. To remain academic, and avoid becoming collaborators in merely
verifying particular insider’s polemics (cf. Beit-Hallahmi 2001), is to continuously
ask questions (including of ourselves and our society). This critical position may
entail resistance to the temptation proffered by invitations to be an “expert” every
time the media become interested in alleged Satanism. It is with recent media
interest that I conclude this discussion.

Satanic Goths and Vampire Murderers

In addition to the adult members of self-identified Satanist groups, there are
undoubtedly adolescents who identify themselves as Satanists. What they mean
by this varies considerably. Even in one ad hoc group of male teenagers I met
with on the streets of one UK city in 1995, understandings varied. Only one had
read LaVey’s books and knew of the magazine The Black Flame. Most were
disinterested in such sources that seemed too close to bookish knowledge. Their
Satanism was a statement of their “rebellion” and it was manifest in black clothes
and occult symbolism. That the symbols were largely occult to the group did not
matter; the only meaning that mattered was the hostility and/or fear the symbols
generated in others. These adolescents considered the daubing of “‘satanic”
graffiti to be infantile, especially in comparison with the complex artistry of
more accomplished graffiti artists. So, while the police and some local Christians
were disturbed by what generally turned out to be creative representations of
fantasy images (whether from horror stories, children’s literature or rock band
iconography), these “Satanists” were content to be and wear their own self-
representations. None had been approached by members of other Satanist groups,
none knew of older Satanists (except the one who had read LaVey, and even that
knowledge was literary). By now (February 2005), it is highly unlikely that any of
that group continue with such a self-image or self-presentation. Some might have
become “Goths” but my suspicion is that once their hormones settled down they
moved on.

The “gothic” look of these teenagers, however, is not only a rebellious teen-
fashion statement. There are older “Goths”. Among them there are some who are
deeply attracted to the image of the vampire. Like most Satanists they know that
image is just image but that even “mere image” can evoke powerful responses
in others. Thus they (both the Satanists and the vampires) can play with their
chosen images. However, some “vampires” recently seem to have taken the image
far more seriously. In the vampire club scene they had acquired the mannerisms

*  The addition of the word “ritual” to “abuse” is only polemical and tries to divert

attention away from the commonplace everyday occurrence of violence to children in
ordinary and even “God-fearing” families. Cashman 1993: 47 is instructive here.
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and costumes, and had replaced some of their teeth with animal canines to make
them look like the stereotypical vampires. Even in clubs where these images and
roles are played out, some indulged in the drinking of blood willingly provided
by “victims”. However, Manuela and Daniel Ruda came to believe that they were
actually vampires. For a while in February and March 2002 the world’s media
seemed obsessed by “vampire satanism”. The Times (18 January 2002) reported
that “Satanists blame Devil for 666 ritual killing.” This and similar reports of the
German Court case (in which the Rudas are said to have admitted the killing but
denied guilt because “the devil told them to do it”) includes claims about a wave
of killings and suicides inspired by Satanism across Europe. Rather than survey
this new set of claims and accusations, I intend to raise a couple of questions that
lead towards a conclusion about academic interest.

If Manuela Ruda required a tooth transplant in order to make her look like Bram
Stoker’s fictional character is she really a vampire? If the answer is “yes but only
because we should allow people their own self-identification”, do we (scholars
of religion) have to accept her implicit definition of vampires? If a vampire is
not an immortal “creature of the night” who lives only by drinking blood from
victims, but someone who mistakes Hollywood stereotypes for reality and tries
very hard to live up to her fantasy, does anything she claims about Satanism
carry weight? Do the fantasies of self-made vampires match those of evangelical
Christian constructors of Satanism as genuinely Satanic? If so, what does it mean
that evangelical opponents of Catholicism (among other things) are enamored of
a medieval Catholic representation of the Devil? Meanwhile, those interested in
self-identified Satanists might ask (a) whether it is possible to exclude those whose
Satanism is indeed focused on obedience to “the Devil” rather than self-definition
or personal growth, and (b) whether the claim “the Devil made me do it” means
that all Satanists should be mistrusted as likely criminals? In short, there are many
very different things that are called Satanism. These differences are important
and should not be confused. The majority of self-identified Satanists are engaged
in a religion that is very different to almost everything vilified as Satanism by
most other people. Realities and accusations can be instructive about a host of
fascinating and important issues, but they should never be confused.

Modernity and its Alterities

Attempts to understand the nature of contemporary societies might be greatly
furthered by the recognition that not only do people identify themselves as Satanists
(meaning different things in different discourses) but also people continue to
accuse others of being Satanists. That such rhetoric continues says much about
the era in which we live. In particular, both the “sinister” image performed by
self—identified Satanists and the accusations leveled against alleged Satanists are
the alterity of “polite society”, two sides of the same coin and, thus, necessarily
viewed together if an appreciation of the whole is to be gained. Both Satanic
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performers of alterity and Christians who further “other” their own alterities (some
of which have no real, independent existence beyond such rhetoric) reveal some
of the key concerns and fears of the contemporary world. While the everyday may
be dully mundane, part of the enchantment that maintains our interest is that it is
also suspect and questionable. The media may continuously hint that the everyday
actually provides a mask for unspeakable horrors. Although the majority of the
few people who identify as Satanists are not part of such possible horrors — even
when they (perhaps playfully, certainly deliberately) perform the transgression of
“normal” social discourse in order to appear as the alterity the rest of us seem
to need — they fully participate in the construction of a culture they pretend to
transcend. Both self-identified and alleged Satanism reveal facets of the wider
society that is modernity.

Modernity may have alterities identifiable as pre- or post-modernity.
Satanism, however, is neither pre- nor post-modern in any of its existing guises.
Members of existing Satanist organizations are demonstrably modern when they
form an individualized “priesthood of all believers”, when they pursue their
goals by entirely rational(ist) means, and when they seek self-knowledge and
self-empowerment in entirely modern ways. Those who make allegations about
the existence of Satanic conspiracies are equally modern, even when they fantasize
about the power of an alleged personal Satan to hide evidence of heinous crimes.
The goals they impute to alleged Satanists are, once again, entirely modern. As far
as [ am aware, all manifestations of these entangled alterities continue to inhabit
and elaborate particular metanarratives (albeit opposed ones) that cannot be
considered postmodern. While each kind of Satanism (self-identified or alleged)
may be equated with enchantment, it does not thereby escape the confines of
modernity. Rather, it exemplifies the kind of tension eloquently indicated in Bruno
Latour’s statement “We have never been modern” (1993). Modernity has always
been a project at odds with itself. Satanisms are forms of enchantment suited to
the contested attempt by modernity to subject the messy realities of the world to
human will. They evidence a struggle to form communities out of individualized,
self-interested, self-motivating, self-aware, self-motivating persons. They
are neither a return to pre-modernity nor a leap into post-modernity. A fuller
understanding of the nature and dynamics of Satanist self-religiosity and of
evangelical Christian scare-discourses promise to cast interesting light on the
contests and constructions of modernity.
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Chapter 3
Infernal Legitimacy'

James R. Lewis

LaVey describes Satanism as a secular philosophy of rationalism and
self-preservation (natural law, animal state), gift-wrapping these ideas in religious
trappings to add to their appeal.

(Barton 1990: 201)

The status of The Satanic Bible as an authoritative scripture — or, perhaps more
accurately, as a kind of quasi-scripture — within the Satanic subculture was initially
brought to my attention during my first face-to-face encounter with Satanists in the
spring of 2000. Via the internet, I had found a small Satanist group in Portage,
Wisconsin, which was about an hour south of where I resided at the time. This
group, the Temple of Lylyth, distinguishes itself from Anton LaVey’s brand of
Satanism chiefly by its emphasis on the feminine nature of the Dark Power. I
arranged to meet with them in Portage on a Friday evening.

Over the course of our conversation, the founder and then leader of the group
mentioned that on Friday evenings he was usually downtown, where a small group
of fervent Christians regularly set up what might be called a “preaching station”
to spread the Gospel. This young fellow (he was nineteen at the time) would
confront them as a practicing Satanist. He always carried a copy of The Satanic
Bible with him, not just so he could quote some of accusations LaVey leveled

' The current chapter is a revised version of my article, “Diabolical Authority,”

which originally appeared in the Marburg Journal of Religion (2002). A somewhat
modified version of that piece also appeared as a chapter in my book, Legitimating New
Religions (Rutgers University Press 2003), where 1 develop the notion of ‘legitimation
strategies’ utilized in the present chapter in greater detail. A special word of thanks to
Satanists who provided me with thoughtful feedback on earlier drafts of this paper,
particularly feedback from several members of the Obsidian Enlightenment and the
Temple of Lylyth. One comment of particular note was that the social organization
(or, perhaps more appropriately, disorganization) of modern Satanism cannot accurately
be characterized as a “movement,” “community” or “subculture.” I have nevertheless used
these terms throughout for lack of more adequate terminology. Another comment was that
“conversion” is not appropriate in the context of Satanism. Again, however, I left this term
in the chapter for lack of a better word. Finally, I was informed that Satanists prefer to
refer to their community as the Satanic community (movement, subculture, etc.) rather than
the Satanist community; I have tried to adhere to this convention throughout the present
chapter.
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against Christianity, but also so he could correct anything these evangelists might
say about Satanism by citing an authoritative source. I’m sure this is something of
a caricature, but I was left with the impression of dueling religionists, Christians
hurling Bible verses at my informant as he matched them blow for blow with
quotes from The Satanic Bible. This experience led me to pay attention whenever
other Satanists mentioned The Satanic Bible.

The Temple of Lylyth is part of a loose, decentralized Satanic movement that
coheres as a distinct religious community largely by virtue of adherence to certain
themes in the thought of Anton LaVey, founder of modern Satanism, though few
movement participants outside the Church of Satan would regard themselves as
“orthodox LaVeyans.” Following the dissolution of the Church of Satan’s grotto
system in 1975 and before the explosion of the internet in the mid-nineties, the
Satanic movement was propagated almost entirely by The Satanic Bible, which has
continuously been in print as a widely-available, mass market paperback. Rather
than a guide to Devil-worship, LaVey’s work advocates a blend of Epicureanism
and Ayn Rand’s philosophy, flavored with a pinch of ritual magic. Couched in
iconoclastic rhetoric, The Satanic Bible has always held particular appeal for
rebellious adolescents.

The present chapter focuses on issues of the legitimation of authority within the
Satanist movement and among Anton LaVey’s successors in the Church of Satan.
LaVey was a charismatic individual who appealed to the authority of reason and
attacked the authority of tradition. However, the figure of LaVey, and particularly
The Satanic Bible, almost immediately became sources of authority for a new
Satanic “tradition” after LaVey’s passing.

Satanic Legitimacy

Satanists do not consciously regard The Satanic Bible in the same way traditional
religionists regard their sacred texts. In fact, the title seems to have originally
been chosen for its shock value rather than from any pretence to scriptural status.
However, The Satanic Bible is treated as an authoritative document, which
effectively functions as scripture within the Satanic community. In particular,
LaVey’s work is quoted to legitimate particular positions as well as to de-legitimate
the positions of other Satanists. This legitimation strategy appears to have been
unconsciously derived from the Judeo-Christian tradition, which locates the source
of religious authority in a sacred text. In other words, being raised in a religious
tradition that emphasizes the authority of scripture creates an attitude that can be
unconsciously carried over to other, very different kinds of writings.

The classic sociological analysis of the legitimation of authority is Max
Weber'’s tripartite schema of traditional, rational-legal, and charismatic legitimacy.
The dynamics (in the sense of upsetting rather than reinforcing established
authority structures) of this schema are largely confined to the factor of charisma,
a form of legitimation Weber viewed as particularly characteristic of new
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religious movements. Weber’s analysis of the legitimation of authority provides
a useful starting point for understanding the legitimation strategies employed in
contemporary new religions like the Church of Satan.

It should immediately be noted that Weber’s analysis is also inadequate.
For example, in contrast to what one might anticipate from the discussion of
charismatic authority in Weber’s Economy and Society (Weber 1968), one often
finds new religions appealing to tradition — though the explicit nature of such
appeals means that they constitute a variation from what Weber had in mind by
the traditional legitimation of authority (which he viewed as more implicit than
explicit). Also, when nascent movements attempt to justify a new idea, practice
or social arrangement by attributing it to the authority of tradition, it is usually
through a reinterpretation of the past that they are able to portray themselves as the
true embodiment of tradition. Such variations on what one might anticipate from
his schema indicate that Weber did not have the last word on this issue.

For Weber, “charisma” includes everything from direct revelations to the
leader’s ability to provide both mundane and supernatural benefits to followers.
Charisma may be the keystone in a new movement’s initial attractiveness, but
charismatic leaders typically appeal to other sources of legitimacy as well. For
instance, many modern movements appeal to the authority of reason as embodied
in natural science. This is because the general populace of industrialized countries
tends to give science and science’s child, technology, a level of respect and prestige
enjoyed by few other social institutions. As a number of observers have pointed
out, science has come to be viewed quasi-religiously in the modern world.? Thus
any religion that claims to be scientific in some way draws on the prestige and
perceived legitimacy of natural science. Religions such as Christian Science,
Science of Mind, and Scientology claim just that.

There is, however, a distinct difference between popular notions of science
and science proper. Average citizens’ views of science are significantly influenced
by their experience of technology. Hence, in most people’s minds, an important
goal of science appears to be the solution of practical problems. This perception
shaped the various religious sects that incorporated “science” into their names.
In sharp contrast to traditional religions that focus on salvation in the afterlife,
the emphasis in these religions is on the improvement of this life. Groups within
the Christian Science/New Thought tradition, for example, usually claim to have
discovered spiritual “laws.” If these laws are properly understood and applied,
they transform and improve the lives of ordinary individuals, much as technology
has transformed society (e.g. Holmes 1944 [1926]).

Modern Satanism is in some ways a continuation of this line of development,
and in other ways a departure from it. Though Satanism also appeals to science,
its focus is not on developing a pragmatic science of mind. Rather, when LaVey
founded the Church of Satan in 1966, he grounded Satanism’s legitimacy on a
view of human nature shaped by a secularist appropriation of modern science.

2 See e.g. the work of Mary Midgley, as in Science as Salvation (1994).
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Unlike Christian Science, Scientology and other groups that claimed to model
their approach to spirituality after the methods of science, LaVey’s strategy was to
base Satanism’s “anti-Theology” in a secularist world view derived from natural
science. The appeal to a worldview based on “our scientific and technological
advances” provided LaVey with an atheistic underpinning for his attacks on
“obsolete” Christianity and other forms of supernatural spirituality (Barton 1990:
13). Certain other emergent religions such as, for example, the Raelian Movement,
similarly appeals to the worldview of secular science for its legitimacy and,
like Satanism, attacks other religions as unreasonable because of their lack of a
scientific basis (Chryssides 2000, Sentes and Palmer 2000).

At the same time, LaVey went beyond contemporary secularism by suggesting
the reality of mysterious, “occult” forces — forces he claimed were not supernatural,
but were, rather, natural forces that would eventually be discovered by science.
In his notion of mysterious forces that could be manipulated by the will of the
magician, LaVey was really not so far from the mentalistic technology of Christian
Science, Scientology, and other religious bodies in the metaphysical tradition.

The human nature to which LaVey appealed was humanity’s animal nature,
viewed through the lens of Darwinism. The human being in this view is little
more than an animal with no ultimate morality other than the law of the jungle and
no purpose other than the survival of the fittest. In terms of Weber’s schema, we
would say that LaVey’s appeal to human nature (meaning, for LaVey, the Darwinist
vision of human nature) was a rational legitimation of authority. In other words,
LaVey claimed that Satanism was a legitimate religion because it was rational
(i.e., congruent with the science). As a corollary, traditional religion was irrational
(unscientific) and therefore illegitimate.

Beyond this explicit appeal to science, LaVey was a charismatic individual
and this charisma was undoubtedly crucial for the successful birth of the Church
of Satan. In addition to his personal magnetism, LaVey also consciously amplified
his charismatic status by creating an impressive pseudo-biography in which he
was able to convincingly portray himself as an extraordinary individual. However,
LaVey’s charismatic authority soon began to wane, particularly after he dismantled
the Church of Satan (CoS) as a functioning church in 1975 (discussed below). This
led to a number of interesting — though somewhat paradoxical — developments.
In addition to numerous splinter groups, a decentralized, anarchistic movement
emerged that was shaped by the central themes in LaVey’s thought, particularly
as expressed in The Satanic Bible.® This book became a doctrinal touchstone of
the movement, though independent Satanists felt free to selectively appropriate
ideas from The Satanic Bible and to mix them with ideas and practices drawn
from other sources. LaVey’s book became, in a sense, an actual scripture (or as
mentioned above, a kind of quasi-scripture), and sacred texts are a form of what
Weber meant by traditional authority. However, many independent Satanists also
adhered to LaVey’s program of the authority of rationality, feeling free to criticize

3 For a more detailed description of this process, see Petersen 2005.
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and even to reject aspects of the LaVeyan tradition. Thus the contemporary Satanic
movement’s legitimacy is based on a dual appeal to independent rational authority
and to the authority of the LaVeyan tradition.

In contrast, the remnants of LaVey’s church — which is still technically the
largest Satanist group in terms of formal membership — quickly solidified into
a doctrinally-rigid organization focused on maintaining the purity of LaVeyan
Satanism. This was partly in response to the challenge presented by non-CoS
Satanists. In the ongoing argument over legitimacy, LaVey’s successors have
come to place excessive stress on their role as bearers of his legacy, even asserting
that only CoS members are “real” Satanists, and characterizing Satanists outside
the fold as “pseudo”-Satanists. In terms of Weber’s analysis, one would say that
CoS’s legitimation strategy has narrowed to focus almost exclusively on CoS’s
claim to traditional authority.

Anton LaVey and Modern Religious Satanism

To comprehend religious Satanism, one must first understand that Satan has
become an ambivalent symbol within the modern world. Part of the reason for
the attractiveness of LaVeyan Satanism is its ability to hold together a number of
diverse meanings found in this symbol. In the Western cultural tradition, the Devil
represents much more than absolute evil. By default, the Prince of Darkness has
come to embody some very attractive attributes. For example, because traditional
Christianity has been so anti-sensual, Satan became associated with sex. The
Christian tradition has also condemned pride, vengefulness and avarice, and,
when allied with the status quo, has promoted conformity and obedience. The
three former traits and the antithesis of the latter two traits thus became diabolical
characteristics. LaVeyan Satanism celebrates such “vices” as virtues, and identifies
them as the core of what Satanism is really all about.

LaVey founded the Church of Satan in 1966, the first organized church in
modern times devoted to Satan. As a consequence, Anton LaVey has sometimes
been referred to as the “St. Paul of Satanism” (Wright 1991: 122). LaVey has two
biographies, one historical and one legendary. This dichotomy has only become
apparent in recent years. His real life was far more prosaic than the story he
fabricated for the benefit of the media. LaVey effectively promoted his carefully
crafted pseudo-biography through conversations with his disciples, media
interviews, and two biographies by associates that he appears to have dictated
— Burton Wolfe’s The Devil’s Avenger (1974) and Blanche Barton’s Secret Life
of a Satanist (1990). LaVey’s fictional biography was clearly meant to legitimate
his self-appointed role as the “Black Pope” by portraying him as an extraordinary
individual.

According to the official Church of Satan biography, he was born Howard
Anton Szandor LaVey in Chicago, Illinois. His parents, Joseph and Augusta LaVey,
moved to San Francisco while LaVey was still an infant. He was introduced to the
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occult by his Transylvanian gypsy grandmother. As a teenager he pursued various
avenues of occult studies, as well as hypnotism and music. He also played an oboe
in the San Francisco Ballet Orchestra. He dropped out of high school at 17 to join
the Clyde Beatty Circus and worked as a calliope player and big cat trainer, later
learning stage magic as well. While an organist in a burlesque theatre, he had an
affair with the young Marilyn Monroe shortly before she became famous.

He married in 1950 and about that time took a job as a police photographer, but
in 1955 returned to organ playing. Until he formed the Church of Satan in 1966, he
was the city of San Francisco’s official organist. He divorced in 1960 in order to
marry Diane Hegarty. He purchased his house — eventually becoming the Church
of Satan headquarters, later dubbed the “Black House” — after he found out it had
been the former brothel of the madam Mammy Pleasant.

Drawing on his circus and occult backgrounds, he began to conduct “midnight
magic seminars” at his house. This proved popular enough for him to found the
Church of Satan in 1966. The basis for his rituals was Nazi rituals recorded on
top-secret films he had seen as a teenager. LaVey’s showmanship encouraged
significant media coverage of such events as the first Satanic wedding and the first
Satanic funeral, worship with a nude woman as the altar, and a cameo appearance
as the Devil in the movie “Rosemary’s Baby.” LaVey made much of being a close
friend of Sammy Davis, Jr. and of having had an affair with Jayne Mansfield, two
celebrity members of the Church of Satan. At its peak, he claimed that the Church
had hundreds of thousands of members. LaVey passed away in 1997.

LaVey’s historical biography overlaps his legendary biography at several
points. He was born in Chicago and his family did move to San Francisco. He did
make his living as a musician and, of course, he actually did found the Church
of Satan and died in 1997. He had several marriages. Almost everything else,
however, seems to have been a fabrication.

LaVey’s self-created legend was not seriously challenged until a 1991 interview
in Rolling Stone magazine, entitled “Sympathy for the Devil.” The author of that
article, Lawrence Wright, did a little investigative footwork and discovered that:
LaVey was born Howard Stanton Levey to Gertrude and Mike Levey; there never
was a “San Francisco Ballet Orchestra”; no one by the name Levey or LaVey
worked as a musician or cat trainer for the Beatty Circus during the period he
claimed to have been an employee; neither he nor Monroe ever worked for
the Mayan “burlesque” theatre; he never worked for the San Francisco Police
Department; and there was no such thing as an official San Francisco city organist.
These discoveries led Wright to remark toward the end of his article:

Later, as I began to take apart the literary creation he had made of his life, |
would realize that “Anton LaVey” was itself his supreme creation, his ultimate
satanic object, a sort of android composed of all the elements his mysterious
creator had chosen from the universe of dark possibilities. (Wright 1991)



Infernal Legitimacy 47

Wright later expanded his expose of LaVey into a chapter for his Saints and
Sinners (1993). These findings were considerably amplified in “Anton LaVey:
Legend and Reality,” a 9-page “fact sheet” compiled two or three months after
LaVey’s passing by his estranged daughter Zeena LaVey Schreck and her husband
Nikolas Schreck (1998). In addition to repeating the points made by Wright, the
fact sheet dismissed most of Anton LaVey’s other claims, such as his claims to
have had a Gypsy grandmother, seen films of secret German rituals, purchased the
“Black House” (it was given to him by his parents, who had lived there, and had
never been a brothel), appeared in “Rosemary’s Baby,” had affairs with Monroe
and Mansfield, and so forth.

The current leadership of the Church of Satan has disputed some of these
challenges to LaVey’s official biography. Their strategy has been to vigorously
dispute undocumented challenges while ignoring LaVey’s documented fabrications.
As one might anticipate, splinter groups from CoS as well as other independent
Satanists have seized upon these revelations to challenge the Church leadership’s
implicit claims to be the only authentic Satanist religious body.

Thinly disguised claims to exclusive legitimacy are peppered throughout CoS
documents, such as in some of Blanche Barton’s remarks in her “Sycophants
Unite!” essay (composed prior to LaVey’s death) posted on the CoS official
website:

We’re lucky to have a leader like Anton LaVey. He has ensured that his philosophy
will not die with him; it has been and will continue to be codified, expanded and
applied in new areas by his organization (Barton n.d.; emphasis in original).

The scope and significance of this dispute is reflected in the many attacks
on non-CoS Satanists found on the Church of Satan website, particularly in
the “Satanic Bunco Sheet,” “Sycophants Unite!,” “The Myth of the ‘Satanic
Community,”” “Pretenders to the Throne,” and “Recognizing Pseudo-Satanists.”
Even a superficial perusal of these documents makes it clear that CoS is obsessed
with shoring up its own legitimacy by attacking the heretics, especially those
who criticize LaVey. For example, the unnamed author of the “Satanic Bunco
Sheet” blasts non-CoS Satanists for “LaVey-baiting,” and then goes on to assert
that such pseudo-Satanists deal with LaVey and the Church of Satan by playing
“the Christian game of handing out laurels with one hand while stabbing their
progenitor in the back with the other. ... they must somehow convince you that the
author of The Satanic Bible wasn’t practicing pure Satanism [and] that his Church
has gone awry in the hands of his successors ...”

The Church of Satan began generating splinter groups as early as 1973 when
the Church of Satanic Brotherhood was formed by group leaders in Michigan,
Ohio, and Florida. This Church lasted only until 1974, when one of the founders
announced his conversion to Christianity in a dramatic incident staged for the
press in St. Petersburg. Other members of the Church of Satan in Kentucky and
Indiana left to form the Ordo Templi Satanis, also short lived. As more schisms
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occurred, LaVey decided to disband the remaining grottos, the local units of the
Church of Satan, which left the Church as little more than a paper organization
generating a meager income for LaVey through sales of memberships (one could
become an official member by paying a one-time $100 fee to the Church of Satan;
this fee was recently raised to $200).

The conflict (mostly on the internet) between the original Church of Satan
and new Satanist groups accelerated after LaVey’s death. In addition to attacking
non-CoS Satanists as illegitimate, LaVey’s organizational successors have also
sought to legitimate their positions by appealing to the authority of LaVey and
his writings. These kinds of appeals are rather ironic, given the Black Pope’s
rejection of traditional religious authority. As indicated earlier, LaVey himself
did not attempt to legitimate his new religion with appeals to tradition or to the
supernatural. Rather, his explicit strategy was to ground Satanism’s legitimacy on
a view of human nature shaped by a secularist appropriation of modern science.

Genesis of The Satanic Bible

The most significant single document for the Satanic “tradition” is The Satanic
Bible. The idea for this volume came not from LaVey, but from an Avon Books
editor named Peter Mayer. As a direct result of the success of the popular film
“Rosemary’s Baby” and the subsequent increase of popular interest in Satanism
and the occult, Mayer decided that “the time was right for a ‘Satanic bible’”” and
he approached LaVey about authoring it (Aquino 1999: 52).

LaVey and his wife took the material they had on hand, wove it together and
expanded on these writings to form what became the core of The Satanic Bible.
This pre-existing material consisted of:

* a short, mimeographed paper that they had been distributing as an
“introduction to Satanism”;

e the so-called “rainbow sheets,” which were “an assortment of
polemical essays” the LaVeys had been mimeographing on colored paper.
(Ibid.: 52);

» a handout describing and containing instructions for the conduct of ritual
magic;

 articles previously published in the Church periodical, The Cloven Hoof.

The LaVeys then ran into a problem, which was that, even after expanding
upon all of their available material, they were still substantially short of having
a manuscript of sufficient length to satisfy their publisher. So, either because
the deadline was coming up quickly or because LaVey just didn’t want to write
anything else at the time (Aquino describes their situation in terms of the former),
LaVey tacked materials written by other authors onto the beginning and end of his
manuscript.
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Without acknowledging his sources, he took sections of “an obscure,
turn-of-the-century political tract,” Might is Right by New Zealander Arthur
Desmond (writing under the pseudonym Ragnar Redbeard (Redbeard 1910)),
added in a few sentences of his own, and incorporated it as a prologue. He also
added the Enochian Keys (“a series of Elizabethan magical incantations™) as they
had been modified by Aleister Crowley, and “further altered them by replacing
their Heavenly references with diabolical ones.” Traditional occultists immediately
recognized LaVey’s source for the Keys, but it was not until 1987 that the source
of LaVey’s prologue was discovered (Ibid.: 65).

LaVey’s second daughter, Zeena Schreck, described the genesis of The Satanic
Bible in the following way:

I’'m pretty sure that ASL [Anton Szandor LaVey] intended to include the
Might is Right part from the beginning as he’d always liked it and wanted
to use it somehow. From memory of what my mother told me years ago, the
Enochian was added at the last minute when the deadline was breathing down
their necks. Writing did not come easily to my progenitor, and he often suffered
from extremely inhibiting writer’s block, a side-effect of his chronic depression,
which is another reason I believe he tended to “borrow” the writings of other
authors so liberally.... My mother also synthesized material from many of the
old CoS newsletters, The Cloven Hoof to round out The Satanic Bible. She did
type the manuscript and even added some of her own writing and much editing
of the manuscript. If one takes away what came out of the old newsletters, other
plagiarized sources and the Enochian, as well as many blank “decorative” pages,
and such filler as the list of Satanic names, there was very little original material
written for it at all. ... The title of the book itself, which I believe is far more
responsible for its image of “authority” than its rather thin contents, was a last
minute decision (Schreck 2002).

It should also be mentioned that, in circles critical of CoS, one often comes
across the accusation that LaVey’s “Nine Satanic Statements,” one of the Church’s
central doctrinal statements, is an unacknowledged “paraphrase...of passages from
Ayn Rand’s Atlas Shrugged” (Schreck and Schreck 1998), specifically a paraphrase
of the character John Galt’s lengthy speech in the latter part of Rand’s novel.
However, when one actually examines these parallels (which are conveniently laid
out in Appendix 11 of Aquino’s The Church of Satan (Aquino 1999)), one finds
that this is a caricature of LaVey’s indebtedness to Rand. For example, the first
Satanic Statement is:

Satan represents indulgence, instead of abstinence! (LaVey 1969: 25)

The Rand passage presented as the source of this statement is:
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A doctrine that gives you, as an ideal, the role of a sacrificial animal seeking
slaughter on the altars of others, is giving you death as your standard. By the
grace of reality and the nature of life, man — every man — is an end in himself. He
exists for his own sake, and the achievement of his own happiness is his highest
moral purpose. (Rand 1957: 940)

This passage is rather lengthier than LaVey’s supposed “paraphrase.” The
second Satanic Statement is as brief as the first Statement:

Satan represents vital existence, instead of spiritual pipe dreams! (LaVey
1969: 25)

The Rand passage said to correspond with this Statement, though shorter than
the first, is similarly distant in style and content from LaVey:

My morality, the morality of reason, is contained in a single axiom: existence
exists — and in a single choice: to live. The rest proceeds from these.
(Rand 1957: 944)

And there is a similar disparity in the other “parallels” between the Satanic
Statements and Rand. Thus, even if it were true that LaVey was looking at Atlas
Shrugged when he composed the Nine Satanic Statements, it would be more proper
to say that he was inspired by Rand rather than to assert that he paraphrased her
work.

I should finally note in this regard that the title of the appendix (which
originally appeared as an article by George C. Smith in 1987) in which the LaVey/
Rand connection is delineated, “The Hidden Source of the Satanic Philosophy”
(Smith 1987), similarly implies that Rand’s philosophy was the unacknowledged
core of LaVey’s thought. This is, however, incorrect; LaVey himself explicitly
acknowledged that his religion was “just Ayn Rand’s philosophy with ceremony
and ritual added” (cited in Ellis 2000: 180).*

Despite the book’s diverse source material and piecemeal assembly, it
nevertheless coheres as a succinct — and, apparently, quite attractive — statement of
Satanic thought and practice. As Aquino observes, “the Satanic Bible was somehow
‘more than the sum of its parts.’ Its argument was an argument of common sense,
assembled in part from pre-existing concepts, but the excellence of the book lay
in its integration of these into a code of life meaningful to the average individual
— not just to occultists and/or academic-level philosophers” (Aquino 1999: 52).

One measure of The Satanic Bible’s appeal is that it has continuously been in
print since it first appeared in 1970, and has been translated into a number of other
languages. I have been unable to obtain recent figures, but in his In Pursuit of

4 See the “Satanism and Objectivism” essay on the Church of Satan website where

this connection is examined at length (Nemo n.d. b).
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Satan, Robert Hicks mentions a sales figure of 618,000 copies (Hicks 1991: 351).
There were also a number of illegal foreign language editions. These include a
Spanish translation published in Mexico in the seventies and a Russian translation
in the late nineties. Legal editions include Czech and Swedish translations in the
mid-nineties and a 1999 German edition. The French translation has been completed
but not yet printed. Also, the rights for a Greek translation were purchased, but the
book does not seem to have appeared.’

The Role of The Satanic Bible in Modern Satanism

Although religious Satanism is interesting, until relatively recently academics
almost entirely ignored it.° The principal reason for the lack of attention appears
to have been that Satanism is perceived as a trivial phenomenon rather than as
a serious religion. The tendency was to regard Satanists as nothing more than
immature adolescents who adopted a diabolical veneer as a way of acting out
their rebellion against parents and society. Does the phenomenon of adolescent
rebellion, however, exhaust the significance of religious Satanism? Are most
Satanists, in other words, just angry teenagers who adopt diabolical trappings
to express their alienation, only to renounce the Prince of Darkness as soon as
they mature into adults? Though many youthful Satanists undoubtedly fit this
profile, through my fieldwork I came to feel that this was, at best, only a partial
picture. Instead, I hypothesized that there must be a core of committed Satanists
who — for whatever reasons they initially became involved — had come to
appropriate Satanism as something more than adolescent rebellion.

In order to test this hypothesis — and also because so little had been written on
religious Satanism — I collected some basic demographic data in connection with
a larger study of contemporary Satanism. I constructed a simple questionnaire that
could be answered in 5 or 10 minutes, and began sending out questionnaires in early
August 2000. By the end of February 2001 I had received 140 responses, which I
felt was adequate to use as the basis for constructing a preliminary profile.’

When I sought feedback on preliminary write-ups of my findings from
informants, a few voiced objections to the central role I assigned LaVey and his
best-known work, The Satanic Bible, in the formation of modern Satanic religion.
I was, furthermore, encouraged to shift my emphasis to the work of earlier literary

3 Information on foreign language editions courtesy Peter H. Gilmore, High Priest of

the Church of Satan.

¢ Prior to the advent of the new century, the relevant academic literature consisted of
a handful of articles — e.g., Moody 1974, Alfred 1976, Harvey 1995 — and passing mentions
in studies of the ritual abuse scare, e.g. Richardson et.al. 1991.

7 110 (almost 80 percent) of my respondents were North American. Because European
Satanism is a somewhat different phenomenon, one should be therefore be cautious about

making inferences to European Satanism based on my survey findings.
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figures ultimately responsible for fashioning the positive image of the Devil
that LaVey later adopted for his Church of Satan. My survey findings, however,
consistently indicated the centrality of LaVey to modern Satanism. This finding
was a surprise, as [ had initially assumed that contemporary Satanism had moved
well beyond LaVey. I was thus led to conclude that — despite his dependence
on prior thinkers — LaVey was directly responsible for the genesis of Satanism
as a serious religious (as opposed to a purely literary) movement. Furthermore,
however one might criticize and depreciate it, The Satanic Bible is still the single
most influential document shaping the contemporary Satanic movement. As one of
my informants noted, “I do not think Satanists can get away from LaVey, although
some seem to take a real issue with him or try to downplay his importance. He
wrote the book that codified Satanism into a religion, and for that he should be
considered the central figure of the religion.”

I do not intend to review all of my survey findings here (they are the subject
of Lewis 2001), but I do want to note that I was surprised to find that the average
respondent had been a Satanist for seven to eight years. I also found that over
two-thirds of the sample had been involved in at least one other religion beyond
the tradition in which they were raised — usually Neo-paganism or some other
magical group. Both of these statistics indicate a level of seriousness I had not
anticipated.

Because most respondents became involved during their teens, I inferred that
many had initially become Satanists as an expression of teenage rebelliousness. It
was clear, however, that their involvement did not end after they left home. Rather,
they went on to appropriate Satanism as a serious religious option. The fact that
the great majority of Satanists have looked into other religions shows that this was
not an unconsidered choice, undertaken solely as a reaction against established
religions. Also, though a reaction against Christianity may well have been a factor
for some, too many respondents indicated that their religious upbringing was
superficial, nominal or non-existent for this factor to explain why most people
become Satanists.

Before I began collecting questionnaire data, I had received the impression
from perusing the internet that contemporary Satanism had developed in different
directions from the specific formulation developed by Anton LaVey in the sixties.
In particular, at the time it appeared to me that many contemporary Satanists had
moved to a position of regarding Satan as a conscious being, and legitimated their
claims to authority on the basis of direct communications from Dark Forces. |
was thus surprised to discover that LaVey’s humanistic approach — which rejects
the real existence of personal spiritual beings, diabolical or otherwise — was the
dominant form of Satanism professed by respondents.

At least part of the reason for this state of affairs appears to be the pervasive
influence of The Satanic Bible. A full 20 percent of respondents explicitly noted
The Satanic Bible as the single most important factor attracting them to Satanism.
For instance, in response to a questionnaire item asking how they became involved,
a number of people simply wrote, “I read the Satanic Bible.” 1t is also likely that
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this book played a major role in the “conversion” of other Satanists in my sample.
One respondent elaborated by noting that she had been a Satanist in her “heart
first, but I couldn’t put a name to it; then I found 7The Satanic Bible.”

Similar stories attributing their infernal “conversions” to The Satanic Bible can
be found in other sources. The popular book Lucifer Rising, for instance, recounts
the story of how Martin Lamers, founder of the CoS-affiliated Kerk van Satan
(Holland), was initially inspired by his discovery of LaVey’s volume (Baddeley
1999: 104). However, not everyone who is converted to Satanism via The Satanic
Bible feels prompted to join the Church of Satan. Lucifer Rising also notes that “the
Church of Satanic Liberation was established in January 1986 after its founder,
Paul Douglas Valentine, was inspired by reading The Satanic Bible” (ibid.: 153).
Other stories of conversions directly inspired by The Satanic Bible can be found in
Michael Aquino’s The Church of Satan — e.g., the conversion of Robert DeCecco,
who would later become a Master of the Temple (Aquino 1999: 69); and Lilith
Sinclair, who would eventually become a Priestess and Aquino’s wife (ibid.: 82).

To return to the survey, LaVey’s influential publication was also referred to a
number of times in response to other questionnaire items. For example, one person
noted that, “because I agree with and practice the majority of the beliefs set forth
in The Satanic Bible and other works of Dr. LaVey, I VERY MUCH consider
myself just as valid a Satanist as any ‘official’ priest.” Another respondent wrote,
“Satan is merely a word, a representative concept that encompasses all that the
Satanic Bible teaches.” And yet another individual stated: “To me, Satan is the
personification of mankind’s carnal nature. More information can be found in The
Satanic Bible by Anton Szandor LaVey.”

My strong impression was that The Satanic Bible was a doctrinal touchstone
for most participants in this movement, despite the fact that the great majority
of my sample was not formal members of Anton LaVey’s Church of Satan (One
respondent, noting that he was not a member of any organization, wrote, “[It’s] just
me and my Satanic Bible”). And whatever LaVey had in mind when he entitled this
publication, in certain ways The Satanic Bible has truly come to play the role of a
“bible” for many members of this decentralized, anti-authoritarian subculture.?

In a follow-up questionnaire, respondents were explicitly asked how they
regarded The Satanic Bible, and to what extent their personal philosophies were
congruent with the ideas expressed in its pages. Most stated that their view of the
world aligned significantly with The Satanic Bible. One Satanist said that The
Satanic Bible was about the realities of human nature, so that there was “nothing
[in The Satanic Bible] that 1 didn’t already know or believe myself prior to
reading it.” Only one respondent completely rejected the LaVeyan tradition. Two
respondents asserted that they regarded The Satanic Bible as just another “self-help

8  As indicated in Zeena Schreck’s comments cited earlier, the title was “a last minute

decision.” She further noted in the same communication that “Earlier titles proposed
included such awkward possibilities as The Bible of the Church of Satan, The Bible of
Satanism and so forth” (Schreck 2002).
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book.” Some respondents diminished (without disparaging) The Satanic Bible as
an “introductory text” or “primer” of Satanism. Most hastened to add that they did
not regard it as “dogma.”

One can acquire a sense of how The Satanic Bible is regarded as a doctrinal
touchstone by perusing the official website of the Church of Satan.’ For example,
the “Satanism FAQ” section of the Church of Satan Information Pack states that
“critically reading The Satanic Bible by Anton Szandor LaVey is tantamount to
understanding at least the basics of Satanism.” Similarly, the Church’s “Church of
Satan Youth Communiqué” asserts that “LaVey wrote The Satanic Bible so that
people could pick up a copy, read it, and know everything they need to know about
Satanism and how to put it to work in their own lives.”

In addition to these general assertions, one can find other essays on the Church
of Satan website in which authoritative tenets are cited from The Satanic Bible, as
when the “Satanic Bunco Sheet” notes that “The Satanic Bible advises to ‘question
all things’ ... .” or when, in an essay entitled “Satanism Needs an Enema!”, an
individual writing under the pseudonym Nemo introduces a series of citations
from The Satanic Bible to support a point he is arguing with the words, “Other
quotes from LaVey’s own pen in The Satanic Bible reiterate this theme” (Nemo
n.d. ¢). The clear implication of this statement is that because these quotations
come from “LaVey’s own pen in The Satanic Bible,” they are authoritative; thus
there can be no further discussion of the issue. Toward the end of the same essay,
Nemo also asserts that,

We have a bible. We have a pro-human dogma. We have a church. We have
a tradition. We have ceremonies and rituals. We have a High Priestess.
(Nemo n.d. ¢)

In other words, with respect to the theme being pursued in this book, Nemo is
asserting that CoS has an authoritative scripture, dogma and tradition that support
his argument. And it is obvious that Nemo regards his appeal to CoS tradition
as stronger than direct appeals to science or common sense, which were the
touchstones of LaVey’s philosophy.

It is also interesting that one of the accusations leveled against non-CoS
Satanists in Nemo’s “Recognizing Pseudo-Satanism” essay was that in such
groups, “The words of The Satanic Bible become twisted and distorted until they
no longer have useful meaning!” (Nemo n.d. a). Furthermore, in his “Satanism
Needs an Enema!” essay, the same writer exclaims,

I am calling for a closing of the ranks and a throwing out of the heretics. I am
asking for the Purge! I am asking for a reverse Inquisition. (Nemo n.d. c)

°  http://www.churchofsatan.com
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Both of these sets of passages — the first quoting The Satanic Bible to make
a point and the second accusing heretical breakaways of warping The Satanic
Bible s meaning (even going so far as to call for an “Inquisition” against heretics
within the ranks) — exemplify all-too-familiar patterns found in the theological
conflicts of traditional religions.

Quoting The Satanic Bible to legitimate a point of argument is not, however,
confined to representatives of the Church of Satan. The so called “Xloptuny Curse”
is an interesting example of how some of the “heretics” have turned the message of
LaVey’s writings to their own purposes. A short essay on “The Xloptuny Curse,”
written by Joe Necchi, was posted on the official website of the First Church of
Satan in the summer of 2000 (Necchi n.d.).!’ The text discusses the circumstances
of a seemingly effective suicide curse that was leveled by Lord Egan, founder/
leader of the FCoS, against Xloptuny (John C. Davis), an internet pugilist and
member of the CoS. Less than a year before Davis took a gun to his head, Egan
had cursed Davis, specifying in a public, online communication that he would die
by shooting himself. The passage to focus on for present purposes is where Necchi
remarks,

What is interesting, however, is the way in which some have predictably tried
to rationalize Xloptuny’s suicide as a Yukio Mishima-inspired act of heroism.
Ironically, those trying so hard to canonize Mr. Davis thusly now have decided
to conveniently ignore the book they are always waving about like a black flag
at most other times: The Satanic Bible. In this sense, we see that many Satanists
really behave exactly like Christians: they follow the precepts of their religion
when it’s easy to do so, when it suits them, but are quick to abandon them when
it really counts.

The Satanic Bible specifically states: “Self-sacrifice is not encouraged by
the Satanic religion. Therefore, unless death comes as an indulgence because
of extreme circumstances which make the termination of life a welcome relief
from an unendurable earthly existence, suicide is frowned upon by the Satanic
religion.” [LaVey 1969: 94] There is little ambiguity in this passage. As there is
no reason to believe that Xloptuny was in “extreme circumstances which make
the termination of life a welcome relief”’; he died as a traitor to the Church whose
cause he so often trumpeted, the defense of which he used as a rationale for his
often black and bilious attacks on his enemies. Apparently “the great Dr. Anton
LaVey’s” words meant little or nothing to John C. Davis when he arrived at the
moment of truth (Necchi n.d.).

Here again we see The Satanic Bible being quoted as an authoritative document
in a manner similar to the way sacred texts are quoted in comparable conflicts
within other religious traditions. In other words, “The Xloptuny Curse” is yet

10 The First Church of Satan — FCoS — is a newer Satanist organization founded by a

former member of CoS whose brand of Satanism is very close to The Satanic Bible.
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another example of how The Satanic Bible functions as quasi-scripture within the
Satanic community.

Almost all Satanists would deny that The Satanic Bible is an “inspired”
document in anything like the sense in which the Christian Bible is regarded as an
inspired book. Interestingly, however, there are a few individuals — most notably
Michael Aquino, a former CoS leader and founder of the Temple of Set — who
would regard this book as inspired. For example, in the relevant chapter in his
history of the Church of Satan, Aquino asserts that:

The Satanic Bible [clothes] itself in the supernatural authority of the Prince of
Darkness and his demons. Less this element, the Satanic Bible would be merely
a social tract by Anton LaVey — not High Priest of Satan, but just one more
1960s’-counterculture-cynic atop a soapbox. ... The substance of the Satanic
Bible therefore turns upon Anton LaVey’s sincerity in believing himself to be
the vehicle through which the entity known as Satan explains the mysteries of
mankind’s existential predicament. To the extent that he did, the Satanic Bible
deserves the dignity of its title. ... Despite the haphazard nature of its assembly, ...
we may therefore consider the Satanic Bible in its totality not as argumentative,
but as inspired writing. Thus it assumes an importance by its very existence, not
just by its content. (Aquino 1999: 53)

Although Aquino’s position would be rejected by most other professing
Satanists, something approaching this position seems to be unconsciously
informing their attitude toward The Satanic Bible.

Conclusion

Anton LaVey’s primary legitimation strategy was to appeal to the authority of
science, specifically to the secularist worldview derived from natural science and
to an animalistic image of the human being derived from the Darwinian theory
of evolution. In light of his radically secularist legitimation strategy, it is ironic
that his organizational successors have subsequently attempted to legitimate their
positions by appealing to LaVey as if he had actually been some kind of “Black
Pope,” and to The Satanic Bible as if it was truly a diabolically-revealed scripture. It
appears that being raised in a religious tradition that locates the source of authority
in religious figures and sacred texts creates an unconscious predisposition that can
be carried over to other kinds of persons and books — even in the unlikely context
of contemporary Satanism.

Outside the institutional bounds of the Church of Satan, modern Satanism
became a loose, decentralized movement that coheres as a distinct religious
community largely by virtue of participants’ adherence to certain themes in the
published words of Anton LaVey, particularly in The Satanic Bible. Despite this
volume’s patchwork quality and haphazard genesis, it came to play an authoritative,
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quasi-scriptural role within the larger Satanic movement. Unlike members of the
Church of Satan, however, non-CoS Satanists felt free to criticize and even to reject
aspects of the LaVeyan tradition by appealing to the authority of rationality — a
criterion of legitimacy LaVey himself put forward as the very basis of Satanism.
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Chapter 4
Darkness Within:
Satanism as a Self-Religion

Asbjern Dyrendal

Satanism, it has been argued, is an ideology or a movement focused on the self
(Harvey 2002: 55; Petersen 2005: 424ff.). The aim of this chapter is to develop
and discuss the concept of Satanism as self-spirituality: What is the Satanist
concept of the self, and how is the Satanist self constructed? How does Satanism
fit within Paul Heelas’ concept of self-religion (Heelas 1996)? To what degree
are Satanist ideologies and ideal practices devoted to topics of self-development?
The chapter aims to show the relations between Heelas’ construct of the New Age
movement and Satanism, but it will also elaborate on the significant differences
within Satanism.

The New Age movement and Satanism seem to share several points of view.
Both concentrate ideologically on the individual.! At first sight, however, the
attempt to join Satanism to Paul Heelas’ concept of self-spirituality may look
unpromising. Summing up what he dubs the “essential /ingua franca” of the New
Age ideology as self-spirituality, Heelas finds three main elements:

It explains why life — as conventionally experienced — is not what it should be;
it provides an account of what it is to find perfection; and it provides the means
for obtaining salvation. (Heelas 1996: 18)

Words like ‘salvation’ and ‘spiritual’ tend to ring false in most ears when
used in relation to Satanism, but as we shall see, there are important thematic and
structural similarities between Satanism and Heelas’ New Age-construct. In order
to see this more clearly, I shall begin by looking at “diagnosis”, or how Satanist
writers construct contemporary selves and society. From there we shall move on
to “goals”, or how Satanists envision the ideal person/self and their relation to
(a transformed?) society. Lastly we shall examine the “cure”: To what degree
and how do Satanists theorize transformation and transformational techniques?

' There are also social similarities that may, to greater or lesser degree, be common

to new social movements of late modern, western society. For instance, both Satanists
and New Agers seem to rate formal membership of a group rather low in their priorities.
Participation in collective activities (building “community”) seems to be relatively
rare.



60 Contemporary Religious Satanism

My focus here is not on the seemingly miniscule amount of social, political action,
but on practices related to the individual self. Finally, I shall aim to sum up by
discussing Satanism up against some aspects of Heelas’ “New Age”-self, primarily
the distinction between utilitarian and expressivist selves, and how they relate to
late modern, capitalist society.

The chapter mainly addresses the ideological level. I focus on a narrow spectrum
of “movement texts,” that is texts issued by figures central to contemporary
Satanism that are ideologically important (cf. Hammer 2001: 37ff.). The chosen
texts are related to specific organizations. Most of them are from books and
official documents. In this chapter, I have chosen to mostly disregard web-based
texts and relevant articles from Satanist journals. The examples are taken from
what has been construed as two opposing categories of Satanism: “rationalist”
and “esoteric” Satanism. Specifically, I have selected the central texts issued by
Anton LaVey as being of primary importance in representing rationalist Satanism,
ranging in time from The Satanic Bible (1969) to his selected essays in Satan
Speaks (1998). In addition, I have used segments from the authorized LaVey
biography and Church of Satan (CoS) history by Blanche Barton (1990, 1992).
Esoteric Satanism is represented by texts from central figures in the Temple of
Set (ToS), including Michael Aquino’s early documents and history of the CoS
(2002), Stephen Flowers’ history of the Left-Hand Path (1997), and Don Webb’s
guide to the aspiring left-hand magician (1999). At the time they wrote Demons of
the Flesh (2002), Nikolas and Zeena Schreck were leading members of the ToS,
and this book is also included.

Diagnosis

The New Age movement, writes Heelas, holds that the mores of established social
order “disrupt what it is to be authentically human” (1996: 18). The New Age
ideologists therefore seek a detraditionalized self, free from the constraints of
repressive socialization: “Perfection can be found only by moving beyond the
socialized self”, thereby encountering “what we are by nature” (ibid.: 19). Man’s
essential nature, according to Heelas’ New Age-construct, can only be approached
through discarding the “ego” or the “intellect”. The inner realm alone is “the
source of authentic vitality, creativity, love, tranquility ... and all those other
qualities which are held to comprise the perfect life” (ibid.). To anyone familiar
with Satanist thought in the tradition after LaVey, the first part of the diagnosis
may sound very familiar. The other items may not fit equally well.

With regard to the question of whether the established order disrupts the
authentically human, the rationalist and esoteric Satanists seem to be of one mind:
It does. Writing about Christianized culture, Anton LaVey (1969) considered
that it has demonized the flesh to instill guilt and anxiety, thus promoting not
only a spiritual view of man’s nature, but also promoting ecclesiastical control
over men’s psyche. Thus Satan became “the best friend the church has ever had”
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(ibid.: 25). Through many of his essays, he ridiculed or raged against a mass culture
which he deemed to hold most people under control. The Satanist, however, should
be a freer “spirit” or able to break free. Those who could not handle the flesh or
the will invented the “sins” to keep mankind’s carnal nature under control. Man’s
carnal nature, however, is not to be denied, and if denied, merely shows up in
different, more harmful guise. Therefore, he advocated committing all of the seven
deadly sins.

LaVey rarely stressed a need to break free of Christian socialization. Satanists
are “born”, not “made”, he said. A Satanist should therefore already be at least
partially free, with a strong, healthy ego. This ideal Satanist is therefore without
need for any “support group,” thus the thought of CoS as an organization of
non-joiners (LaVey 1998: 163). However, at least in the early years, there seems
to have been systematic practices devoted to breaking free of socialization
(e.g. Moody 1974; Barton 1990: 29), and there are several, albeit unsystematic,
examples of his thinking around such practices (e.g. LaVey 1969: 53f., 991t.).

It is easier to find systematic thought around causes of “sleep” and practices
for “waking up” with the Temple of Set. Former leader of ToS, Don Webb, writing
about the nature and goals of the Left-Hand Path, agrees that man’s situation is
not what it could be. Humans, he states, “are but machines, but may in potential
become gods” (Webb 1999: 3). To become as gods, there are obstacles to be done
away with. Socialization and society have left “a series of randomly assorted
thoughts, notions, and behaviors” which either actively hinder humans, or at best
lull them into a sleeplike state. Everything from the food we eat to the patterns
of “non-thinking” we acquire from society, works as obstacles to body, mind,
emotions, or will, and keep humans from awakening. Webb systematically details
how socialization entangles humans in patterns that keep them asleep. There are
clear similarities with Heelas’ construct, and Webb’s thoughts are developed along
similar lines.

In the New Age ideology, according to Heelas, detraditionalizing the self leads
back to what we are by nature. The gradual process of awakening in Setian texts,
however, is not so much a return to nature as it is awakening and developing a
special capability. It is thought to be there in potential in all humans, but very few
actually do awaken to become “lords of the Left-Hand Path.” Achieving this goal
is certainly no case of merely shedding socialization. LaVey may appear somewhat
closer to the view that “liberation” is a mere matter of freeing one’s natural self,
but this could be due to his going in less detail on the matter. Although the details
and the ideas of man’s natural capabilities differ between the texts of ToS and
CoS, they agree on the necessity of an internal “Black Flame” burning. This flame
is only awakened in a few (e.g. Barton 1990: 82; Temple of Set 1997: 4f.). While
both rationalist and esoteric Satanism (and the differences between them may at
times be less than obvious) thus agrees that the current order keeps people asleep,
they may be more elitist than the self-spiritualities with regard to the possibility
for waking up.
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This possible difference aside, Satanism is in accord with Heelas’ New Age
on the view that the dominant order hides important aspects of the self. With
regard to the view that one should shed the “lower self” or the “ego” or “intellect”,
however, these similarities melt away. This may be the point at which the
self-declared Left-Hand Path differs most clearly from Heelas’ construct. From
the emic point of view, the difference is immense. Unlike all Right-Hand Path
religions, states Setian scholar Stephen Flowers (1997: 2f.), the Left-Hand Path
religions honor and value the self. Where the Right-Hand Path, writes Flowers,

is theocentric (or certainly alleocentric — “other-centered”), the left-hand path is
psychecentric, or soul/self-centered. Those within the left-hand path may argue
over the nature of this self/ego/soul, but that the individual is the epicenter of the
path itself seems undisputed (ibid.: 3).

This view, while given a slightly different spin focusing more clearly on the
body and on sexual practices, also reappears in the writings of Nikolas and Zeena
Schreck (2002: 20).% In Flowers’ Setian version, the self derives from the principle
of isolate intelligence (Set, or the Prince of Darkness), and the goal of the Setian
would be to develop similarly as an isolate intelligence. This isolate intelligence,
many Setians hold, may be or could become purely spiritual. While starting out as
located within human animals alone, thus being connected to the body, the “flame”
may be fanned to continue as spirit after death. Thus, one may find that although
the stress on ego and selfhood among Setians deviates from the construct of New
Age ideology, they seem to ultimately share an idealist perspective.

A LaVeyan Satanist, on the other hand, would tend more towards materialism.
While it is not necessary to read LaVey’s early writings as materialist — there are
plenty of passages that might support an idealist interpretation (e.g. 1969: 24, 94)
— the development of his thought clearly points toward the conclusion that the
ego’s indulgence ends with the life of the body. The repeated statement to the
effect that “Life is the great indulgence; death the one great abstinence” (1969: 92,
33) may indeed summarize most thought of rationalist Satanism on the subject.

The difference from the “New Age” derogatory view of the “lower” ego seems
to be even clearer in rationalist Satanism than for the Setians’ esoteric Satanism.
Not only is the indulgence of the body and the ego the primary goal of LaVeyan
Satanism; most of the practical advice for self-development and self-change is
devoted to that indulgence. The Satanist, writes LaVey, “believes in the complete
gratification of his ego” (ibid.: 94), and although there is considerable room for

2 Zeena Schreck was at the time high priestess of ToS. The couple now lead a Setian

splinter group called The Storm. Their variant definition of the Left-Hand Path reads, in
compressed form: “The transformation of human consciousness to divine consciousness
via the manipulation of the sexual currents of the physical and subtle bodies through erotic
rites” (2002: 20). They underscore the focus on antinomianism, the individual psyche, body,
and the physical realm as means to awakening.
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interpretation as to how one might best develop to indulge oneself, most advice is
straight-forward and utilitarian (e.g. LaVey 1989 [1970]). The self-development
strategies we encounter in LaVeyan texts are rarely probable candidates for
inclusion in a “New Age”-like moving beyond the ego to a “spiritual” higher
nature. While New Age and Satanism share a common suspicion of the socialized
self and of socially dominant ideologies, the specifics deviate, with rationalist
Satanism (but also esoteric Satanism) placed closer to a utilitarian pragmatism.

We see something similar with regard to New Age belief in the “inner realm
alone” as a source of vitality, wisdom, power, authority and anything of lasting
value (Heelas 1996: 19). Again, there are important similarities, in that the
vitality and power may, fundamentally, issue from the Black Flame, the “darkness
within.” This is certainly the case with ToS literature, where life and the human
intelligence are “gifts of Set,” working against the grain of nature (e.g. Flowers
1997: 233f.).3 It is, however, difficult to escape the impression that both rationalist
and esoteric Satanism see the qualities mentioned by Heelas as deriving from
interaction. Vitality may be tapped by “psychic vampires”, wisdom relates to how
one manages one’s life, and power and authority are not least related to how one
interacts with others to create real-life success.

The topic of real-world action and success runs through so many of CoS’ texts
that it may well be seen as the key goal. Considering that the debate over the
split between CoS and ToS also concerned the practice of payment for priesthood,
one might think that such practical considerations play a lesser role in the ToS.*
The movement texts investigated here, however, value worldly success highly,
and the leaders certainly do not subscribe to an “inner realm alone”-view of
wisdom or vitality. While former high priest Don Webb warns against unthinking
and damaging practices derived from one’s heritage, he equally advises the
prospective magician to “take its products and enforce those you like” (1999: 26).
Simple opposition against one’s background is an obstacle to be overcome, and
this is an important task in initiatory magic. Setian philosophy also emphasizes
the importance of acquiring an education. Although the final goal is to develop a
principle of isolate intelligence, the path seems to be filled with study of all kinds
of philosophy as well as with developing as magician (e.g. Aquino 1989; cf. Webb
1999: 102ft.).

This also puts the Setian outside the small fringe of New Age thinkers who
seem to propose solipsism, not merely epistemological individualism. Satanist
movement texts all agree that there is a real world independent of human
consciousness. One must usually act in manners that are intersubjectively agreed
to work in order to achieve one’s aims.” What is “true for me” about the outer

3 Similar thoughts were voiced by Michael Aquino in the early days of CoS. His essay

Diabolicon, written in 1970, investigates similar thoughts (Aquino 2002: 497-514).

4 As I know next to nothing about internal life in the ToS, this may be true.

5 Of course, this may also include magical workings, for which many may deny

validity. These should, writes LaVey, be judged by the result, and the magician should
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world or myself should generally become validated by others. There is little room
for epistemological individualism of the strong kind. However, a weaker version
may be more common, as it also seems to be among real New Age practitioners.
This weaker version holds that one should do “what works for you.” There may
be no one right way to achieve a certain goal, or there may be no one single
goal everyone should work for. Certainly, this is also related to the focus on
individuality and selthood among both New Agers and Satanists. Individuality
is not least understood as difference, and this side of selthood seems to play a
larger role in satanic movement texts than in New Age texts. In the vocabulary of
Kevin Hetherington, the Satanic self of movement texts is more centered on the
bricolage of individual identity than the homology of identification as a collective
(Hetherington 1998: 28).

There is, however, one situation in which one will find that the Satanist is
encouraged to adopt a position where the inner realm of the Satanist’s mind is
all that counts. This is with regard to the performance of ritual. Anton LaVey
writes: “Any and all intellectual activity must take place before the ceremony, not
during it” (1969: 111). But if one should perform with a focused will, certain of
the outcome, one ought still to judge by results. The main purpose of workings of
such “greater magic” is presented as emotional release. Webb relates similarly of
the kind of magic he calls sorcery, that it depends on emotional energy, and that
“logic and reason ... must be dropped for the time of your ceremony” (1999: 21).
Afterwards, however, one should again take a “scientific approach” and learn what
works and “what doesn’t work for you” (ibid.).

Goals

The primary goal of rationalist Satanism is success, understood as physical and
emotional fulfillment (e.g. LaVey 1969: 83). Indulgence, not abstinence, was a
central feature of Satanism in the thought of LaVey. We may see this in many
central parts of The Satanic Bible, but it is summarized very pointedly in the first
two of the nine satanic statements.® In order to be able to indulge (relatively) freely,
however, there are other goals to be reached. Indulgence was also contrasted with
compulsion. The strong ego should be able to control impulses and desires, not be
a slave to them. Indulgence, writes LaVey, implies choice (ibid.: 81). He argues
that compulsion is the result of repression: “When a person has no proper release
for his desires they rapidly build up and become compulsions.” If people did have
the opportunity for periodic indulgence, however, “they would be sufficiently
released to lead unfrustrated lives in the everyday world” (ibid.). Thus, freedom
may increase both pleasure and strength. Freedom may also increase generosity:

acknowledge as functioning magic whenever the result is in accordance with the will.

Satan represents “indulgence instead of abstinence” and “vital existence instead of

spiritual pipe dreams.”
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“Only if a person‘s own ego is sufficiently fulfilled, can he afford to be kind and
complimentary to others, without robbing him of his self-respect” (ibid.: 94).
Indulgence increases the chance of reaching other, important goals as well:
self-respect, freedom, a strong ego, emotional, and physical gratification. All
these elements interact to strengthen each other. Other goals (sometimes hard to
separate from techniques) may be added. One of these important goals is that of
self-knowledge. Writing about what he terms “The Balance Factor”, LaVey says:

If, in attempting to attain your goal through either greater or lesser magic, you
find yourself failing consistently, think about these things: Have you been the
victim of a misdirected, over-blown ego which has caused you to want something
or someone when the chances are virtually non-existent? ... To be able to adjust
one’s wants to one’s capabilities is a great talent. (ibid.: 127)

LaVey recommends introspection and self-evaluation as tools to achieve a
balanced view of one’s own capabilities. We may further notice the value placed on
self-knowledge by observing that self-deceit, pretentiousness (empty posturing),
lack of perspective, and solipsism are all on the list of nine satanic sins. They are
classified as counter-productive and unwanted.

Furthermore, a Satanist should display a sense of individuality. Herd conformity
is another of the nine satanic sins. It is wrong because of its unthinking response
to the habits of the many, but also because it shows a lack of the independent
and iconoclastic spirit otherwise valued. However, individuality and non-
conformance should only be taken so far. Counter-productive pride and a lack
of compliance with (what is presented as) universal standards of aesthetics are
considered satanic sins. Aesthetics is important, and one should strive for one’s
own style, “reflective of one’s own nature”, but not deny “universally pleasing
and harmonious configurations” (Barton 1990: 67). These sins are presented as
being counter-productive with regard to the central goal of “success”. Pride is a
good thing, but not beyond the point where it is no longer productive. A lack of
aesthetics is seen as an impediment to lesser magic, and is thereby a hindrance
to success. Pretentiousness is regarded as a sin, not because posturing is wrong
in itself, but because the pretentious cannot actually deliver. There are many
reasons why stupidity is regarded as the cardinal sin in LaVey’s Satanism, but one
important reason is that it serves as a hindrance to the good life.

These elements of elitism and comfortable living also come to the fore with
regard to social visions. In the program entitled “Pentagonal Revisionism”, LaVey
(1992: 93ff.) outlined a short list of goals for social transformation. The central
element is stratification. Society should, to a much larger extent, reward the
productive and let the unproductive fall behind. The remaining four — taxation
of all churches, reintroducing Lex Talionis, development of artificial human
companions and total environments — serve or rest on stratification. Taxation of
churches is presumed to lead them into bankruptcy. Reintroducing the law of the
jungle is seen as necessary to revive a sense of responsibility, and to counter the
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state victimization of those who choose to fight back against becoming victims
of crime. Eugenics is presented as important, both ecologically and as a way of
producing more Satanists. “Satanists are born not made ... so we must breed our
new race of Satanists” (LaVey in Barton 1990: 82). Society is unlikely to change
just because a few of its members have become awakened to their inner flame.
While LaVey saw extremism as an important social safeguard against simple
mediocrity and herd thinking, he made no specific political program. LaVey seems
to have emphasized a kind of limited, enclave-forming withdrawal from ordinary
society (Barton 1990: 83). The construction of artificial human companions and
total environments was presented also as ways of ensuring the insular “happiness”
of the herd, but it seems not least to have been a vision for freeing the Satanist
from having to live in the ugliness and pollution of ordinary society (ibid.: 871t.).
The total environment would be a place for the satanic self to indulge, create,
enjoy. More than reforming the totality of social life by evolving as a self, the
vision seems to have been to create a free space for the existing self to enjoy. If
society plays a central role in this vision, it is to the extent it enables or hinders this
goal of total environments.

The self-oriented goals of the ToS are devoted to transforming the mature adult
into a “philosopher king”. This central goal is to be reached through a process
of sequential mastery of more specific tasks. These “goals on the way” seem to
include most of those promoted by LaVey, but they are understood within an
esoteric framework, and there are further goals added to LaVey’s. Webb separates
his didactic presentation of goals into those related to the inner and those related
to the outer world. He divides the path into levels. These levels are presented
as rulership and royal power in the inner and outer world. The process would
normally go from rulership of the inner world through rulership and royal power in
the outer world, and end with royal power in the inner world (Webb 1999: 3).

Rulership of the inner world involves controlling the body, mind, emotions,
and will, and means that the initiate achieves “a sense of reality and purpose in
what one does” (ibid.: 4). To reach this goal, one should find factors that hinder
development at all levels, and remove them. Forces opposing the body are “those
things which shorten life, remove energy, or dull the senses” (ibid.: 3), and range
from drugs and the wrong kind of food to cultural and environmental factors. Forces
opposing the mind are all “habits of non-thinking” involved in herd conformity
or habitual thought and feeling: “The average human being follows his or her
emotions; for the Left-Hand Path initiate, emotions follow him or her” (ibid.: 4).
Sentimental attachment to cultural norms should be confronted and rejected, as
they are signs of “blind obedience to external symbols”, a force opposing the will.
The performance of symbolic actions involving rejection and making fun of such
norms is seen as a valuable tool for deconditioning.

Rulership of the outer world involves being able to make informed choices
based on “rational foresight plus healthy self-love” (ibid.: 5). The goal is to know
what one likes, what is good for one, and to decide what to sacrifice in view of
other or later gains, and to make manifest in the initiate’s life the results of such
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insights. Mastery of the outer world involves fulfillment and personal achievement
in the real world. Together with rulership of the inner world, it seems that this goal
overlaps with LaVey’s view of success.

Royal power in the outer world relates to goals involved in making other
people better. The initiate, writes Webb, “recognizing as virtues personal strength
and self knowledge, does what he or she can to help others create the states”
(ibid.: 6). This means overcoming Right-Hand Path denigration of the desire to
show off and “immature” Left-Hand Path denigration of the desire to help others.
Success in helping others on the path also benefits the initiate, however, by refining
thoughts and moods, ascertaining what really works in the world, thus furthering
self-initiation (ibid.: 7).

Royal power in the inner world means to be able to “take on the inner darkness
and make it glow with its own self-created light” (ibid.). The metaphor of inner
darkness here seems to involve what Webb terms “inward-directed fears”: fear
of the unknown impulse, fear of the future, fear of wasted time, and fear of the
unverifiable (ibid.). The goal of making the inner darkness glow is not merely
a matter of overcoming such inner fears, but also a matter of turning episodes
that formerly produced fear to effective use. The unknown impulse is a key to
power, writes Webb. The magician’s actions are neither random nor accidental,
and the impulse from within ought to be “a great source of Mystery, from which
even more being can be gained” (ibid.). Fear of the future relates to the unknown
consequences of one’s actions. The future is “the Great Darkness out of which all
things are manifested.” Royal power means learning to let go of justification, take
full responsibility, and act in a way that enables one to feel good about one’s choices
(ibid.: 8). Overcoming the fear of wasted time is the act of choosing wisely, writes
Webb. This also depends on finding the right attitude to inform one’s actions. The
right attitude is based on earlier achievements from the other parts of sovereignty,
the realization that “if you continue with an Initiatory attitude, all life experiences
can be used in the Quest for Sovereignty” (ibid.). The last fear to overcome is that
the quest for sovereignty may in the end, be at best good motivational psychology,
that the “Quest for Immortality might be a unicorn-hunt” (ibid.). Letting go of the
last fear involves being able to explain one’s own life to oneself, and “make the
remaining decades of our life powerful and joyous” (ibid.).

There seem to be few or no texts on how the transformation of the self may be
related to society, or how Setian initiation may change society. Founder Michael
Aquino seems to have an approach to justice is similar to that invoked by CoS’
program of pentagonal revisionism,’ but I have no available authorized movement
text on the general subject of society. Webb’s social focus is the “school of magic”,
how the initiate will be drawn towards a school of magic, break with it, and found
his or her own. The school of magic, such as the ToS or its subgroups, seems to be
the main concern and the central consequence of Setian initiation.

7 E.g. the comments on Frank Miller’s Return of the Dark Knight in the ToS reading

list (Aquino 1989).
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Cure

We may gather from the information above that the ToS theorizes (and almost
certainly practices) techniques focused on self-development to a larger extent than
does the CoS. The ToS aspires to be an esoteric, initiatory school of thought, and
therefore expends alarge amount of energy on thinking outasystem. Acknowledging
its occult forebears as well as its more or less scientific contemporaries, it also
has a large body of thought and practice to draw on. The CoS on the other hand,
having developed its degree system less as a system of initiation, has had less to
gain both for the organization and its members by focusing on steps towards and
processes by which to develop the self. Instead, Anton LaVey chose to develop the
CoS more as a “mutual admiration society” for those who had already taken some
steps towards achievement (1998: 163).

This does not mean, as stated above, that the CoS does not have a history of
systematic thought or practices devoted to processes of self-development. There
are several topics of at least the early CoS texts that relate to transformation. The
first is that of the Black Mass and similar tools for deconditioning the individual
from negative socialization. The Black Mass in the satanic context, is then not to
be viewed as a set piece of ritual, but as a form of psychodrama with the purpose
“to reduce or negate stigma acquired through past indoctrination” (LaVey 1972:
34; cf. Webb 1999: 4). The performance is always antinomian, in that it must break
rules of “past indoctrination” in order to have effect. It must, in the words of LaVey,
maintain “the degree of blasphemy necessary to make it effective psychodrama”
(LaVey 1972: 34). Transgression is, however, only a tool in order to reach the
goal of freedom, and the specific, transgressive content must be tailored to fit the
individual participant. Similar formal rituals (“greater black magic’) were adopted
and adapted for other purposes. The ceremony of L Air Epais, wrote LaVey, could
be used to exorcise “any unconscious death motivations,” serve as a dedication to
life, and turn “death’s accouterments into instruments of lust and life” (ibid.: 57).
Das Tierdrama should strengthen the view that man is also an animal, making
participants assume “animal attributes of honesty, purity and increased sensory
perception”, at the same time reinforcing the message that all religions and gods
are man-made (ibid.: 77f.). All ritual magic also involves preparations and mental
activities supposed to train one’s imagination, will, feelings, and thus promote
one’s ability to live life fully. Individual ritual practices may, then, play a role for
those rationalist Satanists who want to use them.®

In addition to ritual or greater magic, the practice of lesser magic also may
involve techniques for self-transformation. The main object of lesser magic as
presented by LaVey (1989) is to manipulate others into conforming to one’s
desires. Lesser magic seems to consist mainly in behavioral techniques. The
different techniques may use social stereotypes or personal preferences regarding
looks, smell, behavior etc. in order to promote specific effects. Such lesser magic

8 My impression is that they seem not to care much for ritual.
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at the same time, trains the aspiring Satanist in the behaviors most likely to have
the desired effects on other people (cf. Moody 1974). This necessarily also acts
on the individual Satanist, and as s/he gains mastery, successes may build self-
assurance in the insecure as Moody argued. More generally, the training in and
application of techniques of lesser magic teaches new skills, and thus might tend
to achieve at least some level of transformation.

These techniques are presented for general consumption through LaVey’s
books. If they have an important frame of use, it may be as a rough guide to
building an individual style, and the importance of doing so. The CoS seems no
longer to involve itself much in explicit attempts at “curing” individuals of the
afflictions supposedly put there by dominant ideologies. Ever since the middle of
the 1970s, the focus has been more on using the CoS as a collective for the “alien
elite”, what LaVey termed the “productive aliens, not misfits who need to depend
on a group” (in Barton 1990: 30, emphasis in original). The leaders and members
of the CoS do not view the organization as a “school” in which to train members to
rid themselves of the ill effects of socialization. While they may still, occasionally,
engage in such activities, emphasis is elsewhere.

Movement texts of the ToS, on the other hand, are resplendent with both
techniques for, and theories of, transformation. Its self-identity is of a school of
magic, where evolving, or “becoming”, as an isolate intelligence takes center
stage. The central work of the Setian is his or her own xeper, initiatory magic,
and the levels of the organization are devoted to that development in different
ways. The degree system of the ToS, writes Stephen Flowers, “is a map or guiding
instrument for the general parameters of that Xeper-process” (Flowers 1997: 238).
The guiding principle behind all the practices, writes Webb, “are Trust, Honesty,
Forgiveness, Growth, Artistry, and Extraction” (1999: 44). The path is theorized
as training to trust oneself, being more honest with oneself, forgive oneself of
self-loathing, grow, develop artistry, and “extracting the essences and structures of
phenomena within and beyond one’s self and working directly upon them” (Webb
1999: 46).

Flowers accepts the primary focus of CoS as being important also to Setians.
Separating the world into the natural and the non-natural, objective and subjective,
lesser magic is defined as working with “obscure physical or behavioral laws”
(Flowers 1997: 237) and part of the natural order.” A Setian ought, according to
Flowers and Webb, never to use unnecessary means. Lesser magic should only be
used when simple, natural actions are not sufficient, and greater magic only when
lesser will not do. In the same manner, the techniques advised for self-change
range from advice regarding exercise and diet to items such as the construction of
sigils and the performance of initiatory rituals.

° Interestingly, Flowers seems to define, by way of Aquino’s Black Magic in Theory

and Practice, most of LaVey’s ceremonial, greater magic as “white magic” (Flowers 1997:
236).
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The types of techniques for self-change listed by Webb, closely matches his
four-fold division of rulership and royal power. Again, he is relatively detailed
and didactic. He gives a seven-part list involved in taking care of and training the
body, and five-part list related to mastering a traditional system of magic (Webb
1999: 33f.).

These are again only two parts of a list with nineteen general items. Most of
the nineteen items are related to different practices for developing a utilitarian
self. Four or five of the items relate more clearly towards the expressive side,
such as practicing an art, learning to sing and to tell jokes. The expressive and
the utilitarian elements are integrated into each other, but utility seems to be the
guiding factor. Singing is said to relieve stress and teach the magician how to
control others through voice. Practicing an art may give experiences of “flow”
and bypass the “medial level of being” in how one acts upon the universe (Webb
1999: 43). Thus art may encourage and facilitate one’s development as a magician.
The esoteric utilitarianism is more clearly visible in the advice to “plan for your
retirement” to be able to enjoy the fruits of life as much as possible (ibid.: 42). The
esoteric part of planning ahead also relates to the body: “What kind of things can
you do in your 20s (like all night shamanic vigils) that you won’t do in your 50s?
Learn how to make the stages of life work with your goals” (ibid.: 33). Mastering
a traditional system of magic and constructing one’s own system are presented as
important techniques to further one’s development, thus fusing the expressive and
the utilitarian closely together.

Webb’s advice to “explore your sexuality” (1999: 33) may also be construed
as fusing the expressive with the (esoterically) utilitarian. Webb himself does not
develop the topic of sexuality to any degree.!” However, there are several other
important Setian writers who develop the topic of sex magic as an important
Left-Hand Path tool of self-transformation. In the work of Nikolas and Zeena
Schreck (2002: 20f.) the part of sex is (almost) as important as self-deification
in defining the Left-Hand Path. Sexual rites, violation of taboos, and exaltation
of the female principle are central elements in their concept of initiation and
self-development. The stress on violation of taboos should probably be read
similarly to Webb’s advice that one should not assume that anyone else’s model
of one’s sexuality is right, and Crystal Dawn’ and Stephen Flowers’ advice that
magicians “need to find out what really excites and arouses them” (2001: 3). For
both the Schrecks and the Flowers this seems primarily to involve practical advice
and theoretical discussions on how to use (very controlled) sado-masochistic
practices in self-development. This is indeed the sole of focus of the Flowers’
book Carnal Alchemy (2001), subtitled “a sado-magical exploration of pleasure,
pain and self-transformation”, while the Schrecks are much more inclusive in their
discussion of different kinds of sexual magic. Nikolas and Zeena Schreck may
seem to be more narrowly focused than other Setian ideologists, and it may be no

10" Except for spells to attract sex in his work on typhonian magic (Webb 1996: 71ff)

he seems to leave the topic alone.
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surprise that they broke off from the ToS at about the same time as their book was
published.

Final Discussion

Movement texts are obviously not lived life, and all of the above says very little
about real, individual Satanists and how they actually go about ordering and
constructing themselves. What can we say then?

We have seen that Satanism celebrates the self or the ego. If there is a question
about the extent to which the different varieties of Satanism are self-religions, this
ought mainly to involve the part of “religion.” Certainly there are many definitions
of “religion” by which at least rationalist Satanism ought to be excluded. One
might, then, take seriously the claim and desire of many rationalist Satanists to
be categorized by a different label. However, it does seem like contemporary
Satanism belongs on the outskirts of the same kind of late modern “religion” as do
the self-spiritualities discussed by Heelas. More specifically, both rationalist and
esoteric Satanisms are primarily world-affirming forms of self-spirituality. They
see success in society and the world as it is as a valid and desirable goal. While
one may find much disgust with prevalent forms of society among Satanists, there
seems to be very few world-rejecting Satanists among the two groups discussed
above. The movement texts examined above show no such dispositions. Rather,
if one should place most Satanists on the spectrum from “harmonial religions”
(where success is one valid goal, springing from one’s rapport with cosmos) to
“mainstream empowerers” (seeking spirituality to operate more successfully in
the real world) (Heelas 1996: 30ff.), we would expect to see a clearly right-skewed
graph. Heelas’ description of the utilitarian self clearly seems to fit the satanic
self: “What matters is exercising one’s capabilities — powers, will, determination,
initiative, reasoning abilities — in order to maximize what the externals of life have
to offer” (ibid.: 166). Pleasure, success in life, and in the world among other men
are not only valid goals in and of themselves, they are signposts by which one may
measure one’s progress along the Left-Hand Path.

They are, however, not the only signposts, and the Satanist self is not merely
utilitarian. Looking at the “self” of the Satanist movement texts, we find traits
such as self-defined, heroic, self-directed, and inner-motivated. Most of the traits
would fit with the solid personality hailed by modernists. The self is also seen
as an essence. It is essential, and singular. Deviating from the “herd” by one’s
individuality is a must. This singular, inner-motivated self ought simultaneously
to seek, rationally, to maximize its self-interest. These interests, however, to
varying degrees go beyond the simply utilitarian. Success in life may variously
be understood as success in business or in personal life. Leading the good life,
however understood, takes precedent in the writings of LaVey over the kind of
successes that might lead one to miss out on the pleasure of living. In the writings
of Don Webb, the development of a rounded and full personality also includes
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following multiple interests. Expressivity is an important part. The Satanist self of
these texts thus seem to stride the fence, both capitalist utilitarian and romantic-
expressive. While the Satanist of movement texts would not devalue success, nor
minimize utilitarian pursuits, they would also fit within Heelas’ description of
expressivists:

Expressivists live their life in terms of what they take to be a much richer and
authenticated account of what it is to be human. They are intent on discovering
and cultivating their ‘true’ nature, delving within to experience the wealth of life
itself. (Heelas 1996: 156)

To achieve such experience, ideologists such as Don Webb may agree that
there are certain things one might need to give up, but the ego is not one of them.
Nor is the calculating ethicality of the utilitarian necessarily thrown away. While
everyone from LaVey to Webb may harbor ideas that one’s “authentic nature”
may lead one to behave better towards others — at times — they tend to mean that
cruelty may be equally authentic and spontaneous. The self-ethic of the Satanist
also includes these behaviors as expressions of the true self.

In conclusion, this means that one may say much the same for Satanism as a
religion of modernity that Heelas said about the New Age (ibid.: 169). Satanism
provides a legitimation of many widely held values, assumptions, and practices of
modern society. Satanism, however, goes further towards legitimating common
practices that compete with important contemporary values. Elitism and stress on
stratification, however much more in touch with real society, goes against values
about equality. Stress on man’s viciousness and the legitimacy of violence and
retribution equally collide with New Age ideas about “tranquility, harmony, love,
[and] peace” (ibid.). Thus, Satanism, while decrying the effects of much dominant
culture, in both the versions examined here, goes further in legitimating a self that
belongs to and may thrive in the, at times, vicious and chaotic circumstances of
the late modern world.
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Chapter 5
Self-Conscious Routinization and the
Post-Charismatic Fate of the Church of
Satan from 1997 to the Present

Maxwell Davies

For the purposes of this chapter, Anton LaVey will be assumed to possess charismatic
qualities under Weber’s distinction of “exceptional powers or qualities.” Above and
beyond this, however, LaVey cultivated the image of possessing supernatural or
superhuman qualities. From the earliest foundational days of the Church of Satan,
circa 1965-66, LaVey began to create the image of an extraordinary life ranging
from stories of running off to join the circus, lion-taming, and playing first oboe in
the San Francisco Ballet Orchestra, to a host of other fabrications to create a more
colorful background to what would become the High Priest of the Church of Satan
(Wright 1991). Harking back to Weber’s definition of charisma, the qualities which
distinguish a “charismatic” are to be regarded as of divine origin or as exemplary.
In LaVey’s case however, an interesting inversion of this is manifested by LaVey’s
“pact with the Devil” that is supposed to exemplify his “infernal mandate” (Aquino
2002: 784-786) or “diabolical authority” (Lewis 2002: 1).

LaVey further cultivated the image of charisma by using the Jayne Mansfield
curse story' to legitimate his “magical powers”, which Weber also describes as a
means to cultivate charisma (Weber 1947).

Once these stories took hold in the core group that formed the Church of Satan
(the Magic Circle group), and repeated long enough without contesting their
verity, then the pattern was set for others to continue the stories and complete the
self-perpetuating system of building an aura around LaVey and thus add prestige
to his leadership. Fabricated stories have appeared in The Satanic Bible, ever since
it’s first paperback edition, and after that with the assistance of Burton Wolfe,
Anton LaVey’s first biographer.> One shouldn’t be surprised by this since LaVey’s
listed influences in the hardcover edition of The Satanic Bible listed Ambrose
Bierce among others as a key influence. Bierce wrote more than a handful of
“tall tales” that used the figure of a con artist or shyster. These characters use
religious trappings to fleece followers, and all the tall tales use the premise that

' See Burton Wolfe’s introduction to The Satanic Bible in LaVey 1969, page 15; see
also Barton 1990b: 93—114.
2 Compare LaVey 1969: 918, Schreck 2002 and Wright 1991.
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if you believe them at the end, you are to buy the teller a drink (Bierce 1984: 14
and 403—-404).

The shift in the basis of charismatic authority is the next innovative move
by LaVey. The metamorphosis from the Magic Circle to the Church of Satan
embodies a shift from an acknowledgement of authority by LaVey’s “followers”
which was hailed by the Mansfield curse story, to a more stable form of charisma
based on a duty which his followers may have felt called to a “charismatic mission
to recognize its quality and act accordingly” (Weber 1947: 359), in assistance to
the Church of Satan (See Lewis 2002: 4-7).

The Death of the Founder

With the passing of Anton LaVey, a charismatic power vacuum was left in the
leadership in the Church of Satan, and rightly so. As ex-Church of Satan member
Ole Wolf points out, the Church of Satan started out very much as a personality
cult following LaVey, and remains so even now (Wolf 2002: 1). Membership cards
contain the words “Anton Szandor LaVey Founder and High Priest” prominently
beneath the organization’s heading. This format led Wolf to suggest that while
church membership is primary, the recognition to LaVey would be a close second
(ibid.).

A line of successors followed, with no publicized shifts in authority, from
Blanche Barton to Peter Gilmore and Peggy Nadramia. The only publicity outside
of the literature limited to the subculture was that of their contribution to books by
LaVey. Blanche Barton was the first to truly reap the benefit name association with
LaVey, while Michael Aquino was the self-proclaimed first to have his writings in
any book after the The Satanic Bible (Aquino 2002). Barton’s writings appeared
in The Satanic Witch (LaVey 1989), and a subsequent reprinting included a short
segment by Peggy Nadramia as well. In addition to these appearances, Barton
wrote The Church of Satan (Barton 1990a) and The Secret Life of a Satanist
(Barton 1990b) and is credited with editorship of The Black Flame magazine
— one of the official organs of the Church of Satan.* Nadramia is credited with
editorship of the fantasy magazine Grue (Wolfn.d.: 13). Beyond this, publicity has
been made regarding a book now published by Peter Gilmore, entitled The Satanic
Scriptures.* What is most interesting is what such a book which implies orthodoxy
for a heterodox group would mean; for the 1975 schism was also the result of an
effort to declare the correct theological stance regarding the non-/existence of the
Devil for Church of Satan followers.” The Church of Satan took the “official”
stance that the Devil does not exist, keeping with the chapter in Arthur Lyons’

3 See Peter H. Gilmore, “Waffen SS email”, taken from Wolf n.d.: 13.

4 See the Church of Satan website: www.churchofsatan.com, “News” section [It was

published in the spring of 2007 by Scapegoat Publishing].

5 See the discussion in Aquino 2002, especially chapters 35 and 36.
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The Second Coming (Lyons 1970) and later publicity ranging from newspaper
articles and the later works of Anton LaVey.°

Problems with administration and church make-up faced the Church of Satan
in progressive degrees of seriousness both before and after the LaVey’s death. The
first problem was that of administration within the Church because the Council of
Nine, the administrative body of the Church of Satan, suffered in two stages. The
first took place with the 1975 schism of Aquino, and the second at the death of
LaVey. The schism severely changed the make-up of the church with the loss of
Aquino, a co-conspirator. From the inception of the church, the Council of Nine
had been a tool through which LaVey announced statements of policy through
an authoritative, anonymous voice that was supposed to represent the voice of
the “inner circle” (Brown 1992: 2) or “elite” much like Babeuf did (Billington
1980: 76). The value in doing this is that it superficially does not lend itself to
credit or blame a certain person’s views, in this case LaVey’s. The other value in
this is to portray a consensus of higher-ups whose image could intimidate the lay
membership into silence, acquiescence, or isolation. Moreover, the advantages in
this are obvious to anyone attempting experimental ideas in a new organization.

One might believe that the followers of the Church of Satan never developed
a real dependency upon Anton LaVey or the church for social purposes. As LaVey
had structured the Church of Satan, little to no social contact was required of
its membership for doctrinal reasons, and geographically, Satanists were fairly
dispersed over the country. Grottoes, which provided the main outlet for social
interaction between Satanists in an ordered format, were regulated in the
pre-schism days (Aquino 2002: 111), in disuse for the post-schism days, and reused
in the post-charismatic days. Each change in policy came from a direct need posed
by the church membership, and as time progressed, the independence stressed
by the teachings became a reality either by choice or necessity. The advantage to
decentralized membership is that interdependence is not necessary for the survival
of the movement, people that need leadership are not created as often, and thus
when LaVey died, the death — although tragic for the membership, was not a fatal
event for the membership. The followers were compartmentalized enough that the
disillusionment of one or many would not create significant rippling effect on the
whole.

The best way to see this idea is through its opposite scenario. When Aquino
and others of the Church of Satan broke off, several entire grottoes were affected,
leaders who corresponded with one another spread the word, and what could have
been passed off as one or two isolated individual’s dissatisfaction, ultimately
became a significant schism (Aquino 2002: 418—435). Learning from this setback,
the church entered a decentralized, somewhat reclusive organization characterized
by a similar attitude of withdrawal by LaVey at about this time (Barton 1990b:

® Entire articles are excerpted in the Appendices of Aquino’s Church of Satan,

and LaVey’s The Devil’s Notebook and Satan Speaks (both Feral House 1992 and 1998
respectively) continue this point of view.



78 Contemporary Religious Satanism

125-129). It was in this phase that the 1984-esque type strategy of keeping
each of the hands from knowing what the other is up to developed, yet all hands
continuined to report to Central Grotto (Aquino 2002: 419). This reorganization
minimized the need for a large power structure diffused over the vast areas, and
allowed a select handful of people the ability to keep the entire church running.
Thus, after recruiting a small handful of competent people, there would be enough
people to fill the leadership role that LaVey left at his death. Not only this, the
small core group could also be more easily moved from one place to another.
However, there is evidence to suggest that this trend of isolated, blind activity has
been countered with correspondence between members (Wolf n.d.: 3).

“Pure charisma cannot remain stable but becomes either traditionalized or
rationalized, or a combination of both” (Weber 1947: 364). Weber thus divides
principle motives for the transformation by postulating “(a) The ideal and also
the material interest of the followers in the continuation and the continuous
reactivation of the community,” and “(b) The still stronger ideal and also stronger
material interests of the administrative staff, the disciples or other followers of
the charismatic leader in continuing their relationship” (ibid.). As noted earlier,
“communities” of LaVeyan Satanists do not exist to any large degree,” so when
juxtaposed with (b)’s reliance on the economic motivations for the administrative
staff, one should be able to safely conclude that the High Priesthood consisting of
Maguses and Magistras will be the most likely beneficiaries of membership and
dues collected in the Church of Satan’s name. Such use of the Church of Satan
makes even more sense insofar as the Church of Satan is considered a “Corporations
Sole® in milder light, and a corporate fascist dictatorship at the extreme (Wolf
n.d: 7-8). An explanation of the fees is offered in the Church of Satan informational
packet, which states that, “The money that the Church of Satan receives for
its unsolicited memberships and fees go to administrative costs, such as those
incurred by any other organization” (Paradise n.d.: 51). Yet, this explanation
does not include reasons for recruitment efforts by Grotto Masters that are given
financial encouragement of $10 toward “yearly grotto fees” for each sponsorship
of new Church of Satan members (Church of Satan: Grotto Master's Handbook,
page 6), nor does it explain the sliding fee scale for a “yearly grotto fee” (ibid.:
5-6). One could loosely interpret this as administrative costs only to a point where
communication is increased in that area, but not so much that the Grotto Master’s
duties are relieved. Financial interest may thus be one of the administrative motives
for running the organization.

7 See Petersen 2002 for the contrast to virtual communities.

8 See Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth edition, entries on “corporations sole” and

“corporations aggregate”.
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The Development and Nature of Post-Charismatic Administration

Now that a motivation for post-charismatic authority to continue the Church of
Satan has been established, the tasks of determining the nature of this administrative
staff and how it came to be presently must be discussed. For defining the nature
of the administration, one must return to Weber’s model to explore the six general
categories (Weber 1947: 364-366) and show their historical placements in the
development of the Church of Satan.

Weber proposes that with the disappearance of the charismatic leader,
several possible types of solution arise. The first of these comes in the form of
“(a) The search for a new charismatic leader on the basis of criteria of the qualities
which will fit him for the position of authority” (ibid.: 364). This ideology was
present in the meritocracy days, pre-schism, but also resurfaced later as a real
process with the reinstatement of the grotto system. The basic attitude inherent in
this strategy for it to work is that certain distinguishing characteristics get weaned
in the membership in order to carry on a tradition of sorts, and the danger in taking
this to the extreme is that “the purely personal character of leadership is eliminated”
(ibid.). The best example to illustrate this is to look at pictures of the more public
figures representing the Church of Satan. Abundant illustrations demonstrate
the male role dominated by white males, often sporting facial hair in the form
of beards, many of which in the fashion of LaVey.” For the female counterpart,
the standard image is that of a “blonde bombshell” type look fashioned after a
Jayne Mansfield or Marilyn Monroe. Several examples of this likewise show up
as personal physical traits'®, but also the implied character traits those roles would
employ as espoused by The Satanic Bible (LaVey 1969: 112—113) and the various
methods discussed throughout The Satanic Witch.

Weber’s next method for searching for a new charismatic leader is “(b) By
revelation manifested in oracles, lots, divine judgments, or other techniques of
selection” (Weber 1947: 365). This method is best shown in religious settings,
but not in regards to Satanism because the working mechanism behind it is some
higher power to direct the outcome of the lots. One would also think Satanists
would find such a method demeaning, even if two equally qualified people were
available. Such a situation of equal qualification arose between Karla LaVey and
Blanche Barton, and their method was to have the situation arbitrated by a judge as
to who gained possession of the “Church of Satan” (Boulware 1998: 3).

The next manner of passing authority is “(c) By the designation of his own
successor, and his recognition on the part of the follower” (Weber 1947: 365).
This situation would be analogous to LaVey designating his successor as Blanche
Barton or Karla LaVey. Interestingly enough, he did not do this clearly —with Karla
citing his long time disagreement with wills and his recent heavy medication from
a near death experience as perhaps reasons for her case, and Barton’s production

°  Baddeley 1999, example pictures on pages 102, 106, 226, 227, 240.
10 Baddeley 1999: 72, 151, 220.
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of a handwritten will claiming that “the church, LaVey’s personal property, and
all rights to LaVey’s writings were the sole property of Blanche, and LaVey’s
youngest son Xerxes” (Baddeley 1999: 212-213) for hers. This whole fiasco took
place in 1998, and even became the subject of a local news article, which focused
on elements of the fate of the Church of Satan, which to Boulware, “suggest the
Church of Satan may be headed south, so to speak” (Boulware1998: 7).

Weber’s fourth method enumerated is that of: “(d) Designation of a successor
by the charismatically qualified administrative staff and his recognition by the
community” (Weber 1947: 365). Ideally, this would be the approach that the
Council of Nine would do if it had had authority over anyone. Instead, those who
were closest to LaVey (Barton and Karla LaVey) would not submit to the others’
authority since they were of equal rank, and no one else would have been close
enough or closer to LaVey than his most recent consort (Barton), and his daughter
Karla. Both ladies were qualified by their interaction with the media, long standing-
familial ties, and their ability to be charismatic to an extent. Therefore, one can
see the problem of having two roughly equal candidates for a position with little
guiding the selection process.

This period of strife was a formative period for how the governing body
would begin to function,' or continue to function (Boulware 1998: 6), depending
upon which of the sources one believes, yet the qualifications remain vague to
outsiders and the only visible qualifications from that perspective is a literary
qualification much like the one discussed earlier. Such lack of personal charisma
sparked a need for a supreme authority to end the factionalism that Barton and
Karla LaVey posed by their battle for succession. An installation of a governing
body became clearly desired to execute decisions. Thus, with the conditions being
as they were, Weber’s astute analysis of this possibility rings especially true:
“It is not to be determined merely by majority vote, but it is a question of arriving
at the correct designation of the right person who is truly endowed with charisma”
(Weber 1947: 365 [emphasis added]).

The second to last means offilling a charismatic vacuum s “(¢) By the conception
that charisma is a quality transmitted by heredity; thus that it is participated in by
the kinsmen of its bearer, particularly by his closest relatives. This is the case of
hereditary charisma” (Weber 1947: 365). This method has a rich history in the
Church of Satan, but ultimately did not turn out to be the means used. In a rather
long chain for so short a time, a chain of hereditary inheritance spanning Diane
Hegarty (LaVey), Karla LaVey, Zeena (LaVey) Schreck, Blanche Barton and
Xerxes LaVey was formed. It is worth noting that Barton is the only non-LaVey
to be included in this list, and her inclusion is largely due to her maternal status
in regards to Xerxes LaVey. The importance of the method described by Weber
lies in the fact that personal charisma can be totally absent from the successor.
Such an absence would probably have been the case for Diane LaVey, and Xerxes
(so far). The others participated in the church’s publicity campaign more and would

' See Michael Aquino’s response to Stephen Brown in Brown 1992: 5.
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have been more qualified independently of their familial status, which intriguingly
depart from Weber’s nineteenth century male notions of charisma.

Finally, we reach Weber’s last model for succession which states: “(f) The
concept that charisma may be transmitted by ritual means from one bearer to
another or may be created in a new person” (ibid.). A model of this sort would
have quite some resemblance of a Pope upon assumption of office. With such
imagery in mind, one can see the analogous situation attempt to play itself out with
the “Black Papacy” of Anton LaVey, and the association of charisma attached to
that office rather than what the individual brings to it, and makes it, “an objective
transferable entity” (ibid.: 366).

Given the above information; why this long discourse on the various models
of succession? The breakdown of the various models was necessary to illustrate
that the Church of Satan did not follow one distinct path of succession in order
to assure its longevity, but had several methods in place at many times during the
evolution of the church and several played a role to some degree. Such methods did
not necessarily have to have been deliberate, and whether they were or not is not
the prime focus of the chapter. The interesting ideas to draw from this evolution is
that the Church of Satan surmounted these difficulties by routinizing charisma and
entered the next stage of the church’s development, that of the routinization of the
body of the church (see Miller 1991).

The methods for routinizing various parts of the Church of Satan had to be
slightly different than the norm, for although many heterodox groups have some
sense of solidarity or selflessness, the Church of Satan had to work in a medium
where self-sacrifice for higher purpose was not the given mindset — where in fact
selfishness was and still is lauded.

Thus at the top of the organizational pyramid is the High Priest/ess role,
whose decision to be supreme arbiter was more of a forced decision based on
circumstances surrounding the inheritance as noted before under condition
(c), that two developed personalities were facing off for supreme authority over
the church. Finally, after giving way to a third party (Peter Gilmore), the debate
ended, and resulted in Karla LaVey leaving the Church of Satan in order to found
the First Satanic Church."

Lower down on the administrative ladder were the regional executives, whom
little affected their particular role, as administration of regions simply requires the
collation and forwarding of data to Central Grotto.

However, the most interesting and innovative methods used were by far in the
Priesthood specializing in grotto administration. The reason why this is so striking
is that a manual was put out to function like a cheat sheet for Satanism, to a certain
extent, but also offers a look at how a Satanic organization would essentially run
itself in a decentralized fashion. To understand this, one must see that it is given

12 “The First Satanic Church was formed on October 31, 1999 by Karla LaVey.” From
http://www.satanicchurch.com/content/about.aspx
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that there are no Satanic “seminaries,” per se, in which masses of Satanists can get
an orthodox theological interpretation of their quasi-scripture.

The way that the Grotto Master’s Handbook (Church of Satan n.d.) gets around
this problem of orthodox education is that it leaves the education entirely in the
hands of the grotto leader, bounded by a list of “Further Reading” and then creates
a make or break dilemma where the priest must either actively recruit and sponsor
members to prove his or her worth as a priest, or the grotto is seen as an unnecessary
social gathering by the administration above him or her. Not only does this spur the
priests to activity, it also functions to contest one of Weber’s truisms that, “Charisma
can only be ‘awakened’ and ‘tested’; it cannot be ‘learned’ or ‘taught’” (Weber
1947: 367). The “Further Reading” section in the Grotto Masters Handbook is so
instrumental to demonstrating this point that it is necessary to discuss the genres
of books on this list. It gives one a general idea of how and what is expected of
a Grotto Master; to interact with the members, but also how the Church of Satan
reinstated the grotto system at a time when it was needed in order to fill any sort of
gap the passing of LaVey might have left on the membership."

The subject matter of the books on the list lend one to think in a very militaristic
mindset, which has its implicit idea that those below you are to obey orders,
insubordination cannot be tolerated, and that one is constantly at war with one’s
surrounding environment. Books such as N. Machiavelli’s The Prince, Sun Tzu’s
The Art of War and B. Pandolfini’s Weapons of Chess along with a few others lay
down a solid tactical outlook, and develop leadership skills in their implementation
in the real world. Certain ideas such as “spies” even lend themselves to the
personality disorders most prevalent to some leaders in Satanic groups such as
“paranoids” (See United Satanic Covenire n.d.). Similarly, several books concern
the acquisition of charisma and its application. D. Carnegie’s How to Win Friends
and Influence People is perhaps the most field tested book in regards to charisma,
and it is not surprising that this, along with books on rhetoric, will, symbolism, and
histories of empires flesh out the rest of the reading list."* These last cornerstones
on how the Grotto Master gets educated really lay the whole structure of Satanism
at one’s feet to understand better. One can gain a historical perspective from these
readings, understand the shifting in leadership, learn preventative measures to
protect from infiltration, stave off disunity, and perhaps even go out and conquer
the hearts and minds of other people.

Moreover, the body of Satanic literature provides a lengthy reading list for
educational purposes. The bibliography of The Satanic Witch (LaVey 1989:
266-274) is brimming full with works on all manners of “lesser magic,” social

13" Some time before his death, Anton LaVey had the grotto system reinstated, and

by his death, the fruition of these groups would have been obvious to the upper echelons
— which had something to gain from it — money.

14" These books include: Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student — Edward Corbett,
Will — G. Gordon Liddy, Mind Tools — Rudy Rucker, Methods of Logic — W.V. Quine, Man
and His Symbols — Carl Jung, and several others.
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psychology, sociology, and a host of other topics of study. The appendices in The
Church of Satan (11, 111, IV) (Barton 1990: 149-167) offer an approved list for
educational purposes ranging from music, movies, and reference items in literature,
and more broadly books.

One is brought to the question of why the church goes through this effort, and
the only reasonable conclusion is that the Church of Satan wants people to read
these other books to be educated in the fashion that the priesthood wants, and as a
follower, to do what they command — which could include anything from kicking
someone out of a chat-room to slandering former members to intimidating current
ones.'? Ultimately the body of affiliated Church of Satan “Satanists” is a small one,
with conservative estimates running as little as three hundred (Boulware 1998: 6)
to one thousand (Introvigne 1997: 80), which although disappointingly small, are
much more manageable than ranges of seven thousand (Lyons 1970: 174 ) to ten
to twenty thousand (Kahaner 1988: 68). This gives the inquirer a much better idea
as to how the organization works, how it functions on both the administrative and
on an interpersonal level with its members.

As this chapter has progressed, one has been able to learn the various tactics
the followers of Anton LaVey’s Church of Satan use to continue to function,
continue to derive meaning and social interaction from the ideas at a crucial
time surrounding LaVey’s death. How the administrative body of the Church of
Satan functions in the future will depend on how well they are able to produce
charismatic leadership. And as Lawrence Wright so succinctly phrased it, “There’s
no future for that church unless some other person comes along who can spin out
the same kind of charisma that LaVey was able to do” (Boulware 1998).
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Chapter 6
Embracing Others than Satan:
The Multiple Princes of Darkness in the
Left-Hand Path Milieu

Kennet Granholm

The phenomenon identified as Satanism by scholars, the general public and
practitioners often coincides with a category of esoteric spirituality termed the
Left-Hand Path. Whereas Satanism is generally understood as a number of religious
traditions and philosophies that in some way appropriate the Judeo-Christian
Devil, movements within the Left-Hand Path milieu operate with a multitude of
mythological beings beyond this context. In my opinion, the term Satanism has
all too often been loosely applied by scholars to include movements that should
not really be contained under the banner. In this chapter I will take a look at the
Left-Hand Path, shortly introduce three influential movements that are contained
in this milieu, and discuss the existence of a multitude of “Princes of Darkness” in
the philosophies and practices of these movements. In discussing the terminologies
of Satanism, “Post-Satanism”, and the Left-Hand Path, I hope to demonstrate the
problematic nature of the first of these.

Satanism, “Post-Satanism> and the Left-Hand Path

This chapter is contained in a book about religious Satanism, and thus the term will
no doubt receive ample discussion elsewhere in this anthology. However, as it is of
great significance for the present chapter I will still devote some space to discuss
it. First off, what exactly is Satanism? Let us look at some scholarly definitions
of the term. In the Dictionary of Gnosis and Western Esotericism Massimo
Introvigne defines Satanism as “adoration, in an organized and ritual form, of the
figure known in the Bible as the Devil or Satan” (Introvigne 2005: 1035). When
reading the Bible we find that there in fact seem to be many different variations of
this Devil. For example, we have the Old Testament Satan who tests the obedient
and God-fearing Job on the command of God (Job 1-2), and we have the New
Testament Satan of Luke who unsuccessfully tempts Jesus in the desert and finally
helps Judas Iscariot betray Jesus (Luke 4 and 22). The nature, acts and power of
Satan seems to vary in the different Biblical stories. Even though appropriate, a
definition such as Introvigne’s says very little about the actual nature of Satanic
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philosophy and practice. In addition, it might be added that few contemporary
Satanists tend to draw their picture of Satan directly from strictly Judeo-Christian
sources. In many cases popular culture and other mediated depictions seem to be
more influential (see Partridge 2005).

In his article on Satanism in the Encyclopedia of Religion David G. Bromley
does not define the subject per se (Bromley 2005). He does shortly discuss Satanic
churches, exemplified by the Church of Satan and the Temple of Set, but devotes
most of the article to a discussion of the Satanism scare. Thus, there emerges
another kind of Satanism; the one created by non-Satanists in the Satanism Scares
of the 1980s and 1990s.

Lisbeth Mikaelsson and Ingvild Selid Gilhus treat Satanism in conjunction
with Neopaganism, as they regard these forms of spirituality to have many
commonalities. One of these similarities is the opposition to dualistic worldviews,
where evil and good are regarded as fundamentally opposed. Mikaelsson and
Gilhus divide Satanism into four different categories:

» organized Satanism, such as the Church of Satan and the Temple of Set.
This form of Satanism is identified as the one resembling Neo-paganism
the most;

* ad hoc-Satanism, practiced by youth groups who employ the figure of Satan
as a counterforce to the Christian God, often engaging in acts of vandalism
of churches and graveyards;

» the use of disembedded Satanic symbols, without attaching any reflected
Satanic philosophy to them;

» the belief in Satanic ritual abuse (Mikaelsson & Gilhus 1998: 112—114).

It is the first of these categories that is of relevance for this chapter, as it is the
only one with any clear religious or spiritual aspirations. However, there seems to
be no clear definition as to what functionalistic or ideological qualities make up
Satanism. Thus, it can be assumed that Satanism here is formed of those groups
and people who identify as Satanists.

In the introduction to the present volume, religious Satanism is defined in
relation to the creative use of the figure of Satan, including related names such as
Devil and Lucifer, by groups and individuals. Furthermore, Satanism is identified
as a form of self-religion or life spirituality, as discussed by Paul Heelas (Heelas
1996; 2002), albeit with an explicitly antinomian focus. Of the different variants
of religious Satanism discussed, Esoteric Satanism, which draws inspiration from
Western esoteric elements, is of most relevance for the present article.

Elsewhere I have defined Satanism as a countercultural form of spirituality
where central premises are the focus on the self and the opposition to the
experienced dualism of mainstream culture and religion (Granholm 2000). I have
also stressed the importance of focusing on the self-designation of individuals and
groups as Satanic (Granholm 2000; 2001).
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What is meant, then, by the term “Post-Satanism”? If we regard the history of
modern, or contemporary, Satanism to have started with Anton Szandor LaVey
and the founding of the Church of Satan in 1966, then post-Satanism would imply
further developments of that particular strand of religious philosophy. In particular,
this would entail the shift of focus away from the figure of Satan to other deities
and mythological beings. Thus, groups such as the Temple of Set, which does not
define itself as a Satanic religion and which has largely relinquished the figure of
Satan in favor of the Egyptian Set, could be termed “Post-Satanic”. The Temple of
Set should in fact not be termed Satanic (see Gregorius 2006: 20), if any consistence
in the use of the term Satanism is sought. The term “Post-Satanism” is useful
when discussing non-Satanic groups, individuals and philosophies that have a
background in Satanism proper, i.e. when focusing on further developments in the
Satanic milieu. Other than that, “Post-Satanism” is a term of limited usefulness.

The third term included in the title of this subsection, the Left-Hand Path, is the
one of most significance for this chapter. The term has received far less attention in
academia than the term Satanism. Richard Sutcliffe discusses the Left-Hand Path
in an article in the anthology Paganism Today (Sutcliffe 1996), Graham Harvey
mentions it in the book Listening People, Speaking Earth (Harvey 1997: 97-99),
and Dave Evans includes it in The History of British Magick after Crowley (Evans
2007). None of these scholars really define the Left-Hand Path. In my doctoral
thesis I use the term frequently (Granholm 2005), but as Marco Pasi correctly
remarks in his review of the book, my use of the term is essentially an adoption of
the emic term used by the group studied, Dragon Rouge (Pasi 2007). This limited
treatment of the term is not sufficient, so let us take a closer look at what the
Left-Hand Path could possibly be. I, Sutcliffe and Evans all identify antinomianism
as a central ingredient in Left-Hand Path spiritualities, and discuss the aim of
Left-Hand Path magic to transcend the boundary the dualisms of “black” and
“white” magic, and good and evil. However, more substance is needed in a
definition of the Left-Hand Path.

Drawing from emic self-understandings, I propose an etic' definition of the
Left-Hand Path as a distinct development of contemporary Western esotericism?,
which can be identified by the following characteristics.

! Etic definitions always have emic understandings as their starting points, and as both

“Satanism” and “Left-Hand Path” are scholarly constructs (as well as numerous different
emic constructs), it is appropriate to mention this again. A common-sense understanding of
a phenomenon will often be of some usefulness for scholarly pursuits, but will not suffice
as a pure academic definition. Academic definitions need to be systematic, and will by their
very nature be reductions of the phenomena defined. In my opinion, an etic definition of
Left-Hand Path spirituality needs to be based on existing emic understandings.

2 Western esotericism has been defined by Antoine Faivre as “an ensemble of spiritual
currents in modern and contemporary Western history which share a certain air de famille,
as well as the form of thought which is its common denominator” (Faivre 1998: 2). Faivre
furthermore states that the following four characteristics should be found in a material in
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The Ideology of Individualism

Discursively, the individual and his/her spiritual development is the primary
concern in Left-Hand Path spiritualities, even with individuals operating in groups.
Organizations are typically likened to schools where the individual magician can
acquire the tools necessary for his/her magical progress. This is mainly a rhetorical
device, as Left-Hand Path organizations, like others, naturally involve individuals
who invest much time and energy into running the organization in question. The
individual is positioned in opposition to the collective, and this often results in a
form of elitism, which posits the magician as an elect individual. I have earlier
termed this condition “uniqueism” as the term elitism is rather pejorative and the
common understanding of it not really capturing the essence of the phenomenon
(Granholm 2005: 129—-131). It could be argued that most or all esoteric traditions
throughout history have been individualistic in character. However, the distinction
with Left-Hand Path spiritualities is that this individualism is raised to the level of
explicit ideology.

The View of Man as a Psycho-physical Totality

The essence of man is considered to be both physical and psychic, and any
absolute separation of these spheres is considered unsound, reductionist, or even
impossible. The terminology, and specific foci will differ in various Left-Hand
Path traditions. While some traditions have a stronger focus on “psyche”, views of
the body as (merely) the temple of the soul are uncommon.

The Appraisal of Life in the Here-and-now

The focus of Left-Hand Path spiritualities is on corporeal existence in the present,
not on an afterlife. All aspects of life are valued, even its destructive aspects
(e.g. death), which are regarded as necessary components of life. Moderate to
extreme hedonism is advocated, as one it is thought that life should be enjoyed,
and again in both its positive and negative aspects. Ways of enjoyment (e.g. sex)
are sometimes used as methods for spiritual development. This applies to the
negative aspects of life as well, such as symbolically and ritually confronting one’s
impending death (Granholm 2008).

order for it to be considered esoteric: the idea of correspondences; the idea of a living, divine
nature; the primacy of imagination and mediation as ways to gain esoteric knowledge;
and the experience of transmutation (Faivre 1994: 114-115). Faivre’s characterization of
esotericism has come under some critique (see Stuckrad 2005a; 2005b) , and it should be
remembered that the characteristics mentioned are based on Renaissance sources. Other
scholars have discussed the change of esotericism over time (see Hanegraaff 1996; 2003;
Hammer 2001). However, Faivre’s characterization will suffice for the present purpose.
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The Goal of Self-deification

The aim of the practitioner is to become a creator, or a god, and this is effected
through initiatory processes. The nature of this self-deification is interpreted in
various ways by different individuals (as groups rarely define it in a singular
fashion). On the one side of the continuum we find psychological interpretations
in which self-deification signifies assuming total control over one’s own personal
existential universe. On the other side we find purely metaphysical interpretations
in which the practitioner is thought to become an actual god.

An Antinomian Stance

Collectivereligious and cultural norms are questioned in the pursuit of individualized
ethics (Granholm 2006) and spiritual evolution. The magician seeks to abandon
his/her culturally given set of ethics, and adopt personal and individualized ones.
This is often realized in ritualistic fashion in spiritual practices in which the
magician breaks religious, cultural, and personal taboos (most often on a purely
mental level) (Sutcliffe 1996; Granholm 2005: 137—-138). The idea is that this
will grant the magician a level of freedom and separation in his individualization
and self-deification. Part of the antinomianism is that any particular Left-Hand
Path exists in an antithetical relation to what it perceives to be “the Right-Hand
Path”. This includes religious (and often political, ideological etc.) groups that are
“mainstream” and confer to established norms, as well as many forms of alternative
spirituality which are regarded as being essentially collective in character, and/
or conforming in ideology and practice (including esoteric spiritualities such as
New Age and Neo-Paganism). A particular Left-Hand Path thus defines itself
in opposition to this “Right-Hand Path”, and becomes what this “mainstream”
spirituality is not (Granholm 2005: 138, footnote 43; see also Granholm 2007).

It should be mentioned that “Left-Hand Path” is a term that is both broader and
more restricted than the term Satanism. In other words, it includes some groups
that are commonly identified as Satanic, excludes others, and also includes groups
which are not normally labeled Satanic.

The Left-Hand Path: Brief History and Presentation of the Groups
Discussed

After having defined the term Left-Hand Path it is now time to take a brief look at
the historical use of the term and the development of the Left-Hand Path milieu,
and to give a more detailed presentation of the three groups under scrutiny in this
chapter: Temple of Set, Rune-Gild, and Dragon Rouge.
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The origin of the term Left-Hand Path can be traced back to the form of Indian
religion called Tantra®, where a distinction between various traditions is expressed
in the terms Vamamarga (which can be translated as left way) and Dakshinamarga
(which can be translated as right way). The terms were borrowed from the Indian
context, and reinterpreted to fit into the Western esoteric context in the late
nineteenth century. The popularization of the terms can probably be attributed to
Helena Petrovna Blavatsky of the Theosophical Society, who used them in her
work The Secret Doctrine (Blavatsky 1888a: 6, 193; 1888b: 26). The term did
occur relatively frequently in the early twentieth century magic milieu, but almost
solely as a derogatory term. It should be noted that although the origin of the term
lies in an oriental religious context, the Western Left-Hand Path is a distinctly
Western phenomenon.

The evolution of the Left-Hand Path cannot be discussed without mentioning
the most well known occultist of the twentieth century; Aleister Crowley
(1875-1947). While Crowley did not use the term Left-Hand Path as a
self-designation, his magical philosophy and practice has been extremely influential
on the later Left-Hand Path milieu*. Crowley received his initial training in magic
and occultism in the Hermetic Order of the Golden Dawn (founded in 1888), and
came to develop his own magical religion, Thelema, from 1904 onwards. In 1912
Crowley became involved with the German-originated magic order Ordo Templi
Orientis (O.T.O.), which is the main organization expounding Crowley’s teachings
today (see Pasi 2005). Crowley’s use of sex as an initiatory tool, his antinomian
stance towards traditional society and religion, his focus on Will as the main
instrument of the magician, and his uncompromising attitude to spiritual progress
have all influenced Left-Hand path spiritualities.

Something of a positive re-evaluation of the term Left-Hand Path can be found
in the works of the British magician and author Kenneth Grant (b. 1924). Grant
was the personal secretary of Crowley for a short period in 1945, and further
developed the Thelemic system of his mentor. After Crowley’s death Grant made
an attempt to take over the O.T.O., and although this ultimately failed he has
maintained his own branch of the order, commonly identified as the Typhonian
O.T.O. (Koenig 1999: 25-26). Even though Grant’s O.T.O. has never had more
than a handful of members, his writings are well known within the occult milieu.

3 It should be remembered that the term Tantra is in itself a label applied to “those

practices Westerners regarded as most abhorrent” in the Indian religious climate of the
eighteenth century (Smith 2005: 8988). Tantrism as a uniform and organized system of
belief and practice does not exist, or at least did not exist until the Western imagination
created it and reintroduced it to India (see Urban 2003). For the problems with the terms
Tantra and Tantrism see Urban 2003, White 2005, and Smith 2005.

4 Aleister Crowley’s influence is apparent in most contemporary esotericism, for
example on Neo-pagan witchcraft and Wicca (see Bogdan 2007: 147-155). However, it is
not uncommon that this heritage goes unmentioned, as the image of Crowley is still rather
negative.
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The most famous of these are the three Typhonian Trilogies, published between
1972 and 2002°. The Left-Hand Path receives much contemplation in these works.
For example, in Cults of the Shadow Grant writes “It is the almost universal
failure to understand the proper function of the Left Hand Path that has led to its
denigration...” (Grant 1994a: 1), and this sentiment is expressed in Nightside of
Eden as well (Grant 1994b: 52). Grant identifies the Left-Hand Path as a genuine
and important spiritual path, and considers it to be as valid as the more common
“Right-Hand Path”.

If the term Left-Hand Path is not directly used as a self-designate by Kenneth
Grant, it is used so by Anton Szandor LaVey, founder of the Church of Satan (1966)
and “father of modern Satanism”. For example, in The Satanic Bible the following
line is included as part of an incantation: “Strengthen with fire the marrow of our
friend and companion, our comrade on the Left-Hand Path” (LaVey 1976 (1969)).
Also discussed is the “Right-Hand Path”, in the preface of the book portrayed as the
realm of ignorance and fear (LaVey 1976 (1969)). It is interesting to note that this
“Right-Hand Path” is treated a lot more thoroughly than the Left-Hand Path. This
is an example of the importance of the “other” for Left-Hand Path spiritualities (see
the characteristic of antinomianism in the above definition of the Left-Hand Path).

The three movements constituting the primary focus of this chapter are the
Temple of Set, Rune-Gild, and Dragon Rouge. Next, I will provide a brief history
and description of these movements.

The Temple of Set was founded in 1975 as an offshoot of the Church of Satan.
In May 1975 Anton LaVey instituted a number of changes in initiation structure of
the Church. Michael Aquino, a high-ranking member of the Church, and several
other members regarded these changes as a betrayal of the fundamentals of the
Church and left the organization (see Aquino 2002b: 407-413; 2008: 6-10).
Unsure of how to proceed, Aquino performed a magic working on the summer
solstice of 1975. The result was the text The Book of Coming Forth by Night
(Aquino 2008: 110-115), which is structured as a statement by the Egyptian god
Set and provides the mandate to form a new organization to continue the work
started in the Church of Satan.

Like all Left-Hand Path organizations, the Temple of Set is an initiatory society.
It operates with six initiatory degrees; namely I — Setian, II — Adept, III — Priest/
Priestess, IV — Magister/Magistra Templi, V — Magus/Maga, and VI — Ipsissimus/
Ipsissima (Temple of Set 2007; Kotkavuori 2007). Of these degrees the third one
is of special significance, as it entails entry to the Priesthood of the Temple. First
and second degree members can be regarded as “lay members” (Aquino 2002a:
24-32).

5 The first trilogy consists of The Magical Revival (1972), Aleister Crowley & the
Hidden God (1973) and Cults of the Shadow (1975), the second trilogy consists of Nightside
of Eden (1977), Outside the Circles of Time (1980), and Hecates Fountain (1992), while the
third and last trilogy consists of Outer Gateways (1994), Beyond the Mauve Zone (1999),
and The Ninth Arch (2002) (Bogdan 2003).
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The philosophy of the Temple is centered on the concept Xeper, which is
translated as “becoming” (Aquino 2002a: 21). According to Aquino the word
refers to “the transformation and evolution of the Will from a human to a divine
state of being — by deliberate, conscious, individual force of mind” (Aquino
2002a: 114). The Temple operates with the concepts of objective and subjective
universes. The objective universe signifies the natural world and collective
meaning systems, whereas subjective universes signify individual meaning
systems and experience worlds (Kotkavuori 2007: 17-21). The primary forms of
the Temple’s magic practice, Lesser and Greater Black Magic, reflect the concepts
of objective and subjective universes. When performing Lesser Black Magic the
magician manipulates the objective world, whereas Greater Black Magic involves
the Setian working with his/her subjective experience world, and through this
affecting change in other subjective worlds and the objective world. The aim of
Greater Black Magic is the spiritual evolution and transformation of the practitioner
(Aquino 2002a: 72-98).

Rune-Gild was founded in Texas, USA, in 1980 by Stephen E. Flowers, who
writes most of his works dealing with the philosophy and practice of the Gild under
the pseudonym and magic name Edred Thorsson. The Gild has strong connections
to the Temple of Set, as Flowers has attained the sixth and highest degree in the
Temple. Consequently, both organizations share certain philosophical tenets, such
as the concepts of objective and subjective universes, and varying levels of focus
on Germanic traditions.

As the name of the organization indicates, the focus of the Gild is on Germanic
mythology in the form of the study and magical application of runes. The
Finnish member Ensio Kataja regards the work of the Gild as development of
the conscious Self through Rune-work (Kataja 2005: 9—-10). The main practice
of the Gild consists of a series of exercises called The Nine Doors of Midgard,
also published in book form (Thorsson 1994). On the website of the Gild, rune
work is divided into Rune thinking, which involves meditation and contemplation,
divination in the form of Rune casting, galdor, implying the verbal magical use
of the runes, the manufacturing of rune talismans, and, perhaps most importantly,
self-transformational Rune-work. Ensio Kataja describes Rune-work as the
“internalization of the runes” in a way that lets one “experience and activate the
power of the runes in oneself” in order to “effect change” in the outer and inner
worlds (Kataja 2005: 89-90). The Germanic god Odin (spelled Odhinn in the Gild)
is regarded a model for self-deification, and the goal in the Gild is to “become
like Odin” (Kataja 2005: 20-21, 38; Rune-Gild 2007). Rune-Gild is an initiatory
society, organized in an outer and inner hall. The loosely structured outer hall
consists of three degrees, whereas the inner hall consists of two (Karlsson 2005b;
Rune-Gild 2007).

The last of the Left-Hand Path organizations treated in the context of this
chapter is Dragon Rouge, founded by Thomas Karlsson in Stockholm, Sweden,
in 1990. Like the two other organizations treated earlier, Dragon Rouge is an
initiatory society. The initiatory system of the order is based on the 11 gliphotic
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spheres, the shadow-side of the sephiroth or tree of life in Kabbalah (Scholem
1991: 73-77). When becoming a member one has the possibility to partake in
correspondence courses in magic, which leads to initiation in the degree system.
The order is arranged in three primary levels. Level one consists of those members
who have not yet been initiated into the first degree, while level two consists of those
initiated in degrees 1.0 and 2.0. Upon initiation into degree 3.0 the member swears
the Dragon Oath and is initiated into the Dragon Order, the third organizational
level and the inner order of Dragon Rouge (Granholm 2005: 187—190).

The order operates with the dichotomies of Chaos and Cosmos. Chaos,
which is the focus of the Dragon Rouge magician, is understood as the sphere of
un-manifest potential, and as a source of power that the magician can tap into.
Through utilizing the destructive powers of Chaos, the magician can tear down
obstacles and restrictions in his life, in order to recreate the foundation of his/her
own existence. The form of magic practiced in Dragon Rouge is called Dark Magic,
signifying the exploration of hidden aspects of the Self and existence (Granholm
2005: 123-134). The foundation of the order’s practice and philosophy is based
on qliphotic Kabbalah, tantric kundalini meditation, Old Norse mythology, and
alchemy (Granholm 2005: 169-170, 235-242).

None of the Left-Hand Path movements discussed above have large
memberships. Dragon Rouge is the largest, with nearly 400 members in February
2007. The number of members in the Temple of Set is around 200, whereas the
number of members in Rune-Gild is probably less. However, all of the organizations
have a transnational membership, spread out over the whole of the Western world
and beyond. They also regularly generate a level of mass media and public interest
not implied by these relatively low membership numbers.

Multiple Princes of Darkness

As suggested in the title of this chapter contemporary Left-Hand Path organizations
operate with multiple “Princes of Darkness”, not only with variations of the Judeo-
Christian figure Satan. In fact, most of these “Princes” are far removed from a
Judeo-Christian context and interpretation, even in cases where the names of the
beings are ultimately derived from the aforementioned religious traditions. The
concept “Prince of Darkness” is adopted from Temple of Set usage, and it does
not figure in a particularly prominent position in the other groups discussed. It is
nonetheless useful as a generalizing term. The “Darkness” included in the term
should not be interpreted as implying a romanticizing of evil. Rather, it indicates
an antinomian appropriation of religious terminology commonly regarded as
negative, as well as the expression of the perceived need to create a holistic image
of the divine, including darkness in addition to light.

The Temple of Set, the oldest of the groups studied here, has one central
mythological being primarily identified as the “Prince of Darkness”; namely the
Egyptian god Set. In the context of the Temple Set is regarded as “the ageless
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Intelligence of this Universe” and the only god with independent existence (Aquino
2008: 111). The god is considered the origin of the non-natural evolution of man,
i.e. the factor that is the cause behind the emergence of the individual nature,
consciousness, intelligence, and possibility of divinity in man (Aquino 2002a:
56-63). Even though members should revere Set and experience his greatness, the
god is not worshipped. Instead, Set is regarded as a teacher and guide, as well as a
model on which to base one’s own deification (Temple of Set 1975: 2).

The Setian is, however, not restricted to only using Set in a ritual context. In
one of the earliest issues of the Temple of Set members’ publication, the Scroll
of Set, a member expresses the opinion the Setian can make use of beings from
several different mythologies when performing magic. However, it is also stated
that all of these lack any objective existence and that they only function as tools
for the magician (Temple of Set 1975: 2).

At a quick glance Rune-Gild would seem to be more restricted than the Temple
of Set when it comes to its choices for “Prince of Darkness”. As mentioned earlier,
the focus of the Gild is on the runes and Germanic tradition. In Edred Thorsson’s
book Northern Magic, four gods of the Aesir family and three of the Vanir family
of gods are primarily discussed. In addition, several Old Norse gods that are named
in Snorri Sturluson’s Edda are mentioned (Thorsson 2005: 27-39). In reference to
these gods, Thorsson writes that “There is a whole pantheon of magical archetypes
with which the Vitki can work” (Thorsson 2005: 33). This implies that the gods
and goddesses are considered as tools in a similar fashion as in the Temple of
Set, as discussed above. In his book Riimujen viisaus (Wisdom of the Runes)
Finnish Rune-Gild member Ensio Kataja discusses the multipartite nature of gods
(based on Thorsson 1987). He writes that gods have a subjective existence in the
individual psyches of human beings, as well as a tripartite objective existence.
Gods exist as ethnic god-models, as god-archetypes common to the whole of
humanity, and independently from humanity. It is further added that most gods
are created by humans, and thus lack independent existence (Kataja 2005: 19-20).
Even though many Old Norse and Germanic gods are mentioned in the books by
Thorsson, one of them has a hegemonic position. In the Gild the god Odhinn is
seen as a god of both light and darkness. As the god of Rune masters, and the god
who sacrificed himself to himself in order to gain knowledge (Thorsson 2005: 33),
Odhinn is regarded as a being whom the Rune magician should draw inspiration
from on his/her path to self-deification. Thorsson makes a distinction between
Odinism, the worship of the god Odhinn, and Odianism, the emulation of the god
in the pursuit of spiritual evolution and fulfillment (Thorsson 1994: xx). The latter
is the approach in the Rune-Gild.

Of the three movements discussed in this chapter, Dragon Rouge is by far the
most eclectic. The order incorporates divine and demonic beings from almost all
religious traditions. These include the Egyptian god Set (Dragon Rouge 2004c:
15; 2005a: 24) and the Old Norse god Odin (or Odhinn) (Dragon Rouge 1996/5:
9; 2004a: 17). Most commonly the gods appropriated by Dragon Rouge are
drawn from pre-Christian religious traditions, or alternatively from non-Western
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and non-Christian contexts. Examples of beings appropriated are the Babylonian
god Kingu (Dragon Rouge 2003c: 25), the Old Norse trickster god Loki (Dragon
Rouge 2004a: 17; 2004b: 18), The Aztec sky god Quetzalcoatl (Dragon Rouge
2004b: 10), the Egyptian gods Apep and Anubis (Dragon Rouge 2004c: 14;
2005a: 23-24), the Slavic gods Czernobog (Dragon Rouge 2001d: 4-8) and Weles
(Dragon Rouge 2002a: 11-15), the Hellenic gods Typhon and Pan (Dragon Rouge
2005a: 23), the Indian god Shiva (Dragon Rouge 1996/1: 14; Granholm 2005:
143, 195), the Knights Templar-associated Baphomet (Dragon Rouge 2003a: 25;
2003b: 28), the Persian god Ahriman (Dragon Rouge 2004a: 20; 2005a: 24), and
the Yezidic peacock god Melek Taos (Dragon Rouge 2001b: 3—4), to name only a
few. Dragon Rouge does also make use of Judeo-Christian and Kabbalistic demons
such as Satan (Dragon Rouge 2003a: 13—14), Lucifer (Dragon Rouge 2003a: 24),
Samael (Dragon Rouge 2001b; 2002b: 18, 2003a: 13—14), and Leviathan (Dragon
Rouge 2005a: 23). It should, however, be noted that the order’s understanding of
these beings is very different from the one found in Christian contexts. Lucifer,
for example, is seen as a being or principle that can light the way of the magician
and show him/her the path to self-deification (see Granholm 2005: 224). The order
also makes extensive use of medieval grimoires, and many names and descriptions
of demonic entities are derived from these (see e.g. Karlsson 2004). In addition,
mythological beings derived from fictional settings, such as H. P. Lovecraft’s
“Great Old Ones”, are at times used in the ritual context of the order (Dragon
Rouge 1996/5: 6; 2004b: 3—7; 2005a: 24; 2005/b: 13-16).

A very interesting factor in Dragon Rouge is its extremely strong embracing
of the feminine divine, and thus inclusion of a large number of “Princesses of
Darkness”. Feminine deities mentioned in Dragon Rouge material and practice
include the Old Norse goddesses Hel and the Norns: Urd, Verdandi and Skuld
(see Granholm 2005: 205-220), the Mesopotamian/Kabbalistic demon Lilitu/Lilith
(Dragon Rouge 2001a/6: 2-5; 2001d: 20; 2002a: 20; 2004a: 20), the Kabbalistic
demon Naamah (Dragon Rouge 2004a: 19), the Indian Tantric and Hindu goddess
Kali (Dragon Rouge 2003a: 26; 2003c: 27), the Hellenistic Hecate (Dragon Rouge
2001c: 14; 2005a: 23), the Slavic goddesses Morana (Dragon Rouge 2001d: 4-8)
and Ragana (Dragon Rouge 2002a: 11-15), The Egyptian goddesses Kebechet
(Dragon Rouge 2005¢: 19) and Sekhmet (Dragon Rouge 2004c: 23; 2005b: 26),
and the Babylonian Tiamat (Dragon Rouge 2003c: 25).

One could easily expect that the eclecticism of Dragon Rouge would result
in a situation where the relativism inherent in such an approach would hinder the
development of any form of coherent and satisfying mythology. The order does,
however, have a symbol and mythical being which is more central than any of the
ones mentioned earlier; namely the Dragon. The Dragon represents an “original
and limitless force” (Dragon Rouge 1996/1: 2) which is principally seen as the
foundation of everything, both in the manifest cosmos and in un-manifest chaos.
This force is present in the rhythm of nature (Eriksson 2001: 131-132), and finds
expression in the life force of the individual magician, possible to awaken through
the practice of Kundalini meditation (Granholm 2005: 146).
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Beyond Satanism?

All of the groups discussed in this chapter have at times been linked to Satanism
in one way or another. The Temple of Set is regularly identified as a Satanic
organization or religion by scholars of religion (see for example Bromley 2005;
Introvigne 2005). The Swedish scholar Fredrik Gregorius voices the opinion that
the Temple should not really be categorized as Satanism (Gregorius 2006: 20), and
I wholeheartedly agree. As the Temple of Set is a direct successor to the Church
of Satan, and sees itself as the authentic continuation of it, the background of the
movement in Satanism cannot be denied. In addition, the terms Satan, Satanism,
and Satanic have been used by the Temple. However, this has very rarely occurred
in a directly self-designative way. When reading the members’ publication of the
Temple, the Scroll of Set, references to Satan and Satanism are plenty. However,
for the most part these occur in direct reference to the Church of Satan. During the
first ten years of the Temple, 1975 to 1984, numerous references were made to the
Church of Satan, with only a few instances of a member identifying as a Satanist.
One can also find articles where the term Satanism is renounced, and others where
the Setian is identified as “an evolved Satanist”. Curiously, in the mid 1990s, at
the height of the Satanism Scare, a stronger appropriation of the term Satanism
seemed to occur. However, even during this time articles about why the term
should not be directly applied to the Temple outnumbered the ones in defense of the
label. In the most central piece of literature within the Temple, Michael Aquino’s
Black Magic (Aquino 2002a), the term Satan and Satanism almost exclusively
occur in reference to the Church of Satan. One can find no instances where the
term is used as a self-designate for Temple members.

In Temple of Set philosophy the Egyptian god Set is regarded as the original
inspiration for the Judeo-Christian being Satan (Aquino 2008: 111). However, as
Set is (rightfully) considered as the older of the two, I feel that any more definitive
links with a Judeo-Christian tradition would be somewhat dubious. In drawing
on both Anton LaVey’s and Aleister Crowley’s material and teachings Michael
Aquino defines Satan as a composite being consisting of a combination of the
Egyptian gods Horus and Set. In 1904 Crowley conceived the text The Book of
the Law, in which the Aeon of Horus was declared to have begun (as a shift away
from the Christianity focused Aeon of Osiris, and the still earlier Aeon of Isis,
where the focus had been on fertility cults and the feminine divine) (Pasi 2005).
When founding the Church of Satan in 1966 Anton LaVey declared the Age of
Satan begun. Michael Aquino conceived the idea that after the intermediary Age
of Satan, in which Horus and Set were combined, Set was separated from Horus
and the Aeon of Set was conceived.

Regarding the two other groups discussed, Rune-Gild and Dragon Rouge, the
label Satanism has been used much less often. I know of no instances where the
Rune-Gild has been termed as a Satanic organization by scholars. However, in the
United Kingdom some concerns of the Satanic connections of the organization
were raised in the neo-pagan milieu during the early and mid 1990s (see Harvey
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1996). This was due to the fact that the founder of the Gild, Stephen E. Flowers,
is a longtime and prominent member of the Temple of Set, an organization which
has, as said, very often been labeled Satanic.

In the mid to late 1990s the label was applied to Dragon Rouge as well, mostly by
representatives of mass media (Nilsson 1995a; 1995b; Stugart 1995) and Christian
apologetic writers (Arlebrand 1995: 1; Nylund 1998: 239-242; Rinne 1998:
13-16). In a scholarly context something of an identification of Dragon Rouge
with Satanism was presented in Liselotte Frisk’s study of Swedish new religiosity
(Frisk 1998: 142-147). Frisk presented Dragon Rouge as a representative for
“Dark Magical and Satanic Movements”, although it has to be pointed out that she
merely discussed the similarities of the two categories and never directly defined
Dragon Rouge as a Satanic organization.

Is it really prudent to use the term Satanism for movements that make use of
Egyptian, Old Norse, and various other pagan deities? What do Set, Odhinn, and
Shiva really have to do with Satanism? And further on, does the term Satanism
have any analytical value? My short answers to these questions are: No, Nothing,
and Doubtful. As stated earlier in this chapter, I feel that the self-identification of
a group or an individual as Satanic should be critical when considering using the
label Satanism. This category arouses predominately negative presumptions in the
general public as well as in scholars not familiar with the subject matter, and it
should therefore be avoided whenever not absolutely necessary.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have discussed the category of esoteric spirituality termed the
Left-Hand Path, with a special focus on three movements: Temple of Set,
Rune-Gild and Dragon Rouge. The Left-Hand Path is a category of spirituality
that includes both organizations that could be labeled as Satanic, and organizations
that would not traditionally be identified under this banner. This chapter has
focused on groups that, in my opinion, should be excluded from the label. Groups
that might more easily be placed in the Satanic category, but at the same time
under the Left-Hand Path category, include, for example, the Church of Satan, The
Order of Phosphorous, and the Neo-Luciferian Church. Even with some of these,
though, the label Satanism is not an ideal one. I have argued that the term Satanism
should be avoided whenever possible, due to the vague definition of the term and
the overly pejorative connotations it arouses.

The groups discussed in this chapter, similarly to many other Left-Hand Path
spiritualities, operate with multiple “Princes and Princesses of Darkness”. Some
of them are derived from a Judeo-Christian context and could be regarded as
variations of the Biblical Satan. Others are, however, derived from contexts that
lie firmly outside the Judeo-Christian tradition. There seems to have occurred a
shift within the Left-Hand Path milieu where close associations and identifications
with strictly Satanic subjects and themes has given way for more pre-Christian
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pagan associations. If this is indeed so, then Satanism might be evolving away
from Satanism. This is an interesting prospect that would merit more attention
from scholars of religion.
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Chapter 7
The Devil’s Down in Dixie:
Studying Satanism in South Georgia

Kathleen Lowney

It was the “dead day” for Spring Quarter 1988, the day after classes ended and
the day before finals began. I was proofing the final that I was to give the next
day when the phone rang. It was a local Methodist minister, calling to ask if I
would come talk to his church’s youth group about the Satanism at Winnersville
High School.! A bit flustered, my mind caught up in the final I was examining, |
asked him to tell me more — what, for instance, had he heard about Satanism at
the school? He didn’t know a lot of details, just kids talking. I wondered how he’d
come to call me, since I had been on the faculty for barely a year. “The campus
public relations office has a list,” he said. “You’re the expert on cults, they told
me.” That was news to me (I later learned that my name and expertise in new
religious movements had been added by my department head to this list). So we
talked for a while and I promised to call him back in a week or so, after [ had done
some research. A bit puzzled by the conversation, I turned back to my final, only
to be interrupted about ten minutes later by the phone. Expecting it to be a worried
student, I was surprised to learn that it was an employee at a local bookstore, who
was a student in one of my husband’s college classes. The young man said that
my husband had mentioned that I studied alternative religions, and he wanted me
to know that his store had been selling about thirty copies a month of The Satanic
Bible (LaVey 1969) for the last few months. Intrigued, I also wondered at this point
if someone might be playing a practical joke on me. Those thoughts vanished,
however, when twenty-five minutes later, a second minister called, begging me to
talk to his youth group.

I ' was hooked. I had finished my doctoral degree in religion and society sixteen
months earlier, and I knew I needed a new research project. By the end of that day,
I had made initial contacts with two reporters at the city’s newspaper, a counselor
at the high school, and a police officer who sometimes came to my Social
Problems classes to discuss drugs. That’s how my journey studying adolescent
Satanism began. Well, that’s how I tell the abridged version. The full story is more
complicated.

My preparation for studying religions really began long before. I grew up in a
devout Roman Catholic family, the youngest of five daughters. My family’s faith

! Winnersville is the acronym I am using for the primary site of my research.
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was quite liberal, outspoken, and deeply held. When my parents became angry
with the associate pastor of our local parish for not allowing my second-oldest
sister to marry five weeks before the oldest one, we began church shopping, trying
out a new Catholic church each week, until we decided we all liked St. Patrick’s
Church on Capitol Hill in Seattle. It was often labeled — truthfully, I might add
— the most liberal parish in the Seattle Archdiocese in the seventies, when we
became members. Two of my sisters and my mother joined the folk music group.
Younger and not wanting to use my musical talent in the same way as them, I
found another way to be involved. At sixteen, the very year I officially became
an adult in the faith and thus eligible to participate in decision-making, I ran for
the Parish Council, the board that helped the pastor set church policies. I lost by
one vote, shocking many in the congregation. The pastor, amazed at my support
among adults far older than I, chose to name me to the Council, using his ability to
appoint one person each year. Admittedly, I had mixed motives for wanting to be
on the Parish Council. I was interested in policy setting and budget issues, true, but
I also was searching for a reason to make my parents teach me to drive!

On the way home from my first meeting, my, by now quite-bored father-
chauffeur, told me that he would teach me to drive that next weekend. Mission
accomplished! I served for three years on the Parish Council, and during that time,
I was invited to be a member of the first-ever Archdiocesan Pastoral Council for the
Seattle Archdiocese, working directly with the archbishop. I was the sole member
who was under thirty. We met for four weekends a year debating largely goals and
fiscal policies. I remained a member until I moved away to graduate school.

Both intellectually and personally, religion early on became my primary
interest in life. I recall checking out books about other faiths from our public
library when I was ten or eleven. Graduating early from high school because 1
was bored, I entered the University of Washington in 1977, declaring a major in
comparative religions. One quarter later, on the third day of my Introduction to
Sociology class, I realized that it too was my passion. I became a major that very
day. I quickly was invited to join the honors program. I was lucky — in a university
of over forty thousand people — my degree programs were nice and small. The
comparative religion major enrolled thirteen students and the honors sociology
program had only five other students. Such small classes allowed each of us to get
individualized attention and be pushed to deepen our academic skills.

By my sophomore year, I began looking seriously at graduate programs
in either sociology with an emphasis on religion, or religion/theology, or joint
programs in religion and law. Walking the halls of the university, I would tear off
every card on every poster which advertised graduate programs in which I might
be interested. I gathered over one hundred brochures and graduate catalogs as I
pondered my academic future. Then, one day in August, I received an unsolicited
brochure in the mail about the Religion and Society program at Drew University,
in Madison, New Jersey. It seemed at the time to be everything I wanted — a way
to combine both my interests in religion and sociology. My searching stopped
— I knew that was where I wanted to matriculate. And two years later, I enrolled



The Devil s Down in Dixie 105

directly in Drew’s Ph.D. program. The program allowed me to focus on what most
interested me: alternative or new religious movements practicing in the US and,
particularly, in their gender roles. Initially, my first dissertation proposal detailed
a study of five major new religions: fundamentalist (polygamous) Mormons, Hare
Krishnas, Scientology, a Jesus Movement group, and the Unification Church, more
commonly known as “the Moonies.” Wiser heads prevailed, and my dissertation‘s
focus narrowed to just the Unification Church. I interviewed fifty blessed (their
term for married) couples, asking them about their marriage vows and how they
lived them out in daily life. By the time my interviews had began, my life had
changed once more: I was engaged to a physicist who was on the academic job
market. Frank took a job at Valdosta State College (now University) in 1985, and
I joined him in August of 1986.

So here I was: a “Yankee” in deep South Georgia; a Roman Catholic in a
community that was predominantly Southern Baptist; someone who studied
religion academically instead of just believing it; a newly married woman who did
not take her husband’s last name; a political liberal in a conservative section of the
country. At first, [ had a bad case of culture shock. I was adjusting to marriage, a
new town, my husband’s academic schedule, and my own — temporary, I hoped
—unemployment, and felt a bit out of sorts. I worried a lot: would I get a teaching
job at the university, how would it be if I did, and what was I going to study next.
Once I began teaching, my days and nights were filled with grading, preparing
lectures and tests, and all the rest that goes along with the academic lifestyle. That
first year, I was almost too busy to worry about doing research, but by February of
1988, I knew that I had to start a new project — and soon. And then, the next month,
those three phone calls — the two ministers and the bookstore employee — changed
both my personal and my academic life.

The Devil’s in the Details

The day after that third phone call, I drove to Winnersville High School and
observed teens leaving the school. The two pastors had told me that the Satanic
teens were dressing in solid black clothing and black trenchcoats emblazened with
the name of their favorite music group, Megadeath. It didn’t take that long to spot
them. About ten teens were off by themselves near the edge of buildings. A young
woman, who I shall call Zena, seemed to be the center of attention. It was easy to
see why. Even from a distance, it was obvious — she was attractive, thin, and she
often laughed. But it was her hair that caught my eye; that day it was hot pink.
As I got to know her, I witnessed her hair color and style change, often on a daily
basis. But it was usually bright, almost fluorescent colors, unless it was dyed dark
black.

Now that I had “found” them, I began to observe them from afar. Following
up on the pastors’ comments, I went to the Winnersville mall the next evening, on
a Friday. The group was there, nine in number. They walked the mall with hands
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linked, as if they were a human chain. Their bodies took up about three quarters
of the width of the interior courtyard of the mall, and they did not break the chain,
even when people were walking in the opposite direction right into them. Instead,
they would sometimes lift up their hands, allowing some to go by but not others.
Mall security would come by, rather forcefully ask them to separate, and they did,
into small groups of two or three. But not much time later, they would reform
their chain. The cycle continued for another two hours: they would form a chain,
other customers would get angry, security would come. Once and a while some
members would drift off, to browse in the local record store. Often they would
purchase music.

For the next few months, I observed them at the mall on Friday evenings. As |
began to recognize their cars, I would follow them when they left the mall. Often
they just returned home, but sometimes they would drive considerable distances,
often into rural areas of the county. A few beers and a bonfire later, they went
home. Throughout the spring and summer, I researched Satanism when I was not
teaching, and would follow this group, who I began to call The Coven, around 