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Hell, & the Nature of Evil 
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The best stories are always driven, not by the hero, but by the villain. In fact the hero is most often 
defined by the villain. He is only as good as his opponent is evil. Generally they are of a dichotomy. The 
two are equally matched. Equally capable. Equally cunning. Equally able to achieve their own desired 
dominance over the other. And on the occasion when they are not on par with each other, the hero is 
nearly always the weaker of the two yet in possession of an object or quality which will afford him the 
opportunity to eek out a last minute win to edge out his enemy. In the case of Christianity, however, this 
dichotomous relationship seems to be nonexistent. And yet the Christian story is still driven 
predominately by its villain.  
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In our study of Demonology, subcategory of Angelology, we learn about the Devil or satan, sometimes 
called Beelzebub or Belial, the Prince of Darkness, father of lies, and author of sin who rules over a 
place called hell and works all manner of mischief and malfeasance upon the earth. He it is we are taught 
who is the enemy of someone called “God” and chief of demons. In popular knowledge, the Devil is red 
skinned with horns on his head and a pointed dragon’s tail. It is said that he is covered in reptilian scales, 
and he has a forked tongue, and cloven hooves and carries a pitchfork. But all that is quite obviously a 
work of fiction, concocted over the centuries from a compilation of fables, fairy stories, and folklore.  
Contrariwise, in the Christian tradition, we are taught a substantially different tale. It is said in our 
theology that the devil is actually not a demon at all but an Angel…an archangel to be exact,  and far 
from being a hideous monster, he is said to be among the most beautiful beings in existence. According to 
accepted church doctrine, the being now known as satan first began as the archangel known by the name of 
Lucifer. As the story goes, he was the most beautiful of all “God’s” angels and His favorite. He stood in 
the presence of “God” always and worshipped Him faithfully even leading the heavenly choirs in 
continuous song…until that is, that “God” made man. And He commanded all angels, even Lucifer to bow 
down before this new lowly creature made from dirt and to serve him. All did, but Lucifer, who refused. 
And in his pride, he rallied a third of the angels in Heaven against “God” and started a civil war. 
Supposedly, as an archangel, Lucifer had four heads like the other cherubim, one of a bull, one of an 
eagle, one of a lion, and one of a man. In his rebellion, Lucifer tore off his fourth head (the one like to a 
man). His rebellion was soon crushed and Lucifer was cast out of Heaven down to the depths of hell 
where he rules over the damned and seeks to increase his domain always by luring souls into sin, always 
hating man for being set over him….that is the story anyway… And like all the mythologies of old and the 
red Devil delusion designed up over the centuries, this too is a work of pure imagination and an utter 
fantasy through and through.   
Ironically, we who believe in the Bible, as Sola Scriptura, are the ones who whole heartedly embrace this 
embellishment though it can not be found anywhere in Scripture. Neither in detail nor in hint. The Bible 
neither infers nor implies any such aspects of the Christian 
traditions about lucifer.  
In fact Lucifer is never even mentioned in the Bible at all. Not so 
much as a nod. And why? Because that name hadn’t yet been invented. 
The one single time we might think to find the term Lucifer in the 
Bible would be in Isaiah 14:12. Yet it exists here  only in late English 
versions thereof but not in the Bible itself. Ironically, even in this 
passage, the one being spoken of is not actually even the devil. “How 
art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the morning! how art 
thou cut down to the ground, which didst weaken the nations!” Is 
this the devil on the receiving end of condemnation? And for that 
matter, why are we calling him lucifer? Is that what was written in 
the Scripture? We read in the Hebrew - “heylel ben sahar”. heylel…
not Lucifer. And even in the Greek Septuagint this word was 
translated as Heosphoros. Heosphoros…not Lucifer. Where then 
does doctrine drum up Lucifer from Heylel and Heosphoros? And for 
that matter, why? 
We were first introduced to Lucifer as a name in the Latin vulgate translation of the scriptures where it 
is written, “Luciferus”. Till then this was not a name known as representing the devil or anyone else for 
that matter. The translation should be something along the lines of “morning star” or “light bringer”. 
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And while luciferus was perhaps a sufficient translation from Hebrew into Latin, it was not to be rightly 
taken as a name for satan, or anyone else, and should not have been carried over to the English by 
transliteration, thereafter to be solidified in tradition. 
With the removal of this minor mistranslation to Scripture, we discover only the mentioning of the satan 
or the devil. But this being is never afforded a backstory in the Bible. Along with the nomenclature of 
Lucifer, we have lent the devil a dramatic background never brought forth from the Book itself but 
rather read into it in-depth.  
According to the story, satan was a great Angel who was jealous of the Creator and wanted His place. 
All that however was inferred from Isaiah 14:12 from the assumption that the devil was once Lucifer, the 
morning star, son of the Dawn who exalted himself to take the throne of the LORD and subsequently fell 
from Heaven.  
Sans this misapplied Scripture, what then is Satan? 
If he was never Lucifer and the Bible never speaks of him once being an archangel, leading a rebellion and 
falling from heaven, we are left with only what the Good Book does tell about the devil…Which is very 
very little. 

What his right name may be, we can not say, as he is simply said to be 
satan. But that is not a name. It is rather a designation, a 
transliteration of the Hebrew “hashatan”, or “the adversary”. In 
practical usage, shatan was used generally of all opponents. Even 
the Messiah utilized this term and applied it to His disciple, Peter 
when the fisherman spoke in opposition to the coming Crucifixion. 
Misunderstanding the broad terminology regarding the word 
“satan”, and believing it exclusive to the devil, the church errs in 
its theology teaching that the devil himself possessed Peter for a 
moment to oppose the will of the Lord.  Yet this passage in Matthew 
was merely, the Messiah telling Peter to fall in line behind Him and 
not to stand between Him and His mission.  
But the specific usage of the term satan as a title can and most 
often is exclusively applied to the enemy. It should be noted though 
that his position as enemy is in opposition to man, not the Almighty. 

This is not a dichotomy or dual-theology with a “good ‘God’” and a “bad devil”. It is a fact throughout 
Scripture that whether he wants to or not, the devil does the will of the Heavenly Father. Yes, it is true. 
Unlike what we learned in churchianity, the devil does not do one single thing that is not part of the plan 
of Providence. His job in creation is to oppose men, to be our adversary not the adversary of the Almighty. 
Does that mean the devil is best pals with the Majesty? Hardly. But when the King calls, satan shows up. 
And when the Most High commands him, the devil obeys. Maybe he does so grudgingly. Or maybe joyously. 
Who’s to say? The Bible certainly doesn’t talk about it.  
But what it does say is astounding. Keeping in mind that Hebrew has no indefinite article like we have in 
English, and noting the difference between shatan and HaShatan (essentially “a satan” or “the satan”). 
While shatan (a satan) shows up all throughout the Writings and the Prophets, and referencing all kinds 
of people being called this term, shatan, the actually entity HaShatan, who is the devil himself, appears 
only a smattering of times.  
In the Creation account Satan is seen as the serpent in the Garden deceiving Eve, into disobedience, yet 
he’s never so named then as satan, though later in the writings of the disciples he is retroactively given 
the title as his role was to act as the adversary. 
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The first time we encounter Satan by name in Scripture (again whether or not satan is his actual name or 
just a term describing his occupation is unclear) is the story of Job. And in all of scripture this book alone 
gives us a glimpse at what the devil is like and his relationship to the Most High. After that we do not see 
him again until the arrival of the Messiah on the scene. And lastly at the end in the Revelation.  
In the Garden of Eden we see the serpent tempt the woman to disobey the divine instruction. But what we 
do not see is whether or not he did so by his own promptings or by the commandment of the Almighty. In 
church we would learn that it was obviously his own promptings because the Lord would never tempt us…
but is that what He said? Not exactly. If we form our theology from Scripture instead of shaping it from 
inference and then afterward reading it back into Scripture (the way traditional theologians teach us to 
do) we may be surprised to find, the Bible never actually tells us that the devil is a rebel against Heaven. 
We may be surprised to find that all the references in the Bible show that evil and Good are not as we 
would imagine them to be and that Satan is actually an agent of heaven. Does that mean he’s really good? 
No. As we’ve mentioned good and evil are a lot more complex than typically taught in church.  
Job tells us that the Sons of Elohim presented themselves before the Most High and HaShatan was there 
among them aswell. According to typical Christian theology we are supposed to interpret this as 
HaShatan as a rebel Angel appearing before the Creator in challenge. But if we do not add 
in those extraneous details we find the sons of Elohim all reporting their 
activities to their Authority and the devil there too doing the same. Not in 
rebellion but in compliance. Presumably based on context, he is with the angels b e c a u s e 
he is one of them.  
In church we learn that angels are good and demons are bad, but since good and e v i l 
aren’t that simple why would angels and demons be? In all of Scripture we find 
no such term as demon. Demon from the Latin “daemon” and the Greek “daimos” a r e 
Graeco-Roman concepts superimposed upon what the Scriptures called Nefesh-Ra or N e f e s h 
Teimei; that is to say, an evil spirit or an unclean spirit.  what we have been trained to call Demons are 
referred to in the Scriptures as Sheidim. So what difference does it make whether we talk of a thing in 
Hebrew, Greek or English? Is it not the nature of the thing that matters rather than what we call it? It 
seems a reasonable question though it is asked in ignorance of the connection between nature and name. 
When we call things by Greek, Latin, and English terms or those of any language really, other than their 
original Hebrew, we are importing into the story the baggage and background of those other languages 
and cultures to which they belong. And we superimpose upon these concepts the view that was not inherent 
to them…not to mention the mythologies imagined by the evolution of time.  
By calling the beings the Bible refers to as Malekim by the title of Angel we are adopting the foreign 
influence of Greek interpretation which is alien both to us and to the text in question. When we absorb 
terminology from other places we likewise bring with them the perspectives of those peoples. And thus 
Malekim and Sheidim became in our minds Angels and Demons. When we call the biblical Elohim by the 
Anglo-Saxon title “God” and rename the place of His abode “Heaven” after the Old English term for the 
sky, instead of the Biblical Hebrew concept of “Shamaim” tell a Hebrew story without the Hebrew 
context and we do so with english custom foreign to the Text . The way the story is told is seminary is that 
“God”remained the ruler of a place called “Heaven” and in commanded of beings called “angels” while 
the rebellious creature called the “Devil” or Satan (formerly known as Lucifer) became the ruler of a 
place called “Hell” and creatures called “Demons”. But is any of that true? Is any of this understanding 
natural to the Text? No. Decidedly not.  
This is the common christian mythology to be sure, but none of it is found in the Bible. So where does it 
come from? Mostly this mess of imagination has been developed over centuries to ever more elaborate 
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detail in the telling and retelling till the entirety is expounded upon without the need of evidence from 
Scripture. And it passes among the masses because people all believe these details are in the Bible 
somewhere. Few ever go through the Book from front to back and back to front however, so they never 
discover the dearth of detail on the devil’s tale. Preachers will wax on about the serpent in the garden, 
satan in the trials of job, Lucifer in Isaiah exalting himself above the Most High, and then Satan showing 
up in the gospel to tempt ‘Jesus’ in the wilderness…And finally seen as the dragon in the Revelation who 
formerly swept a third of the stars from heaven with his tail. They tell the tale in gory detail inserting in 
selected Scriptures strategically placed to “prove” their point. But without this fairy tale framework, 
what do we really have for info on the devil? Little and less.  
We’ve seen that Isaiah isn’t speaking about Satan at all so that passage is out. Without which we can 
concoct in no way the prehistoric rebellion theology. The devil was never called Lucifer but by 
transliteration from Latin into English extrapolated from a single passage he is entirely absent from.  
Sans this misapplied Scripture, we go back to the garden where the serpent is tempting the first humans. We 
do not see him referred to in the narrative as the devil or Satan but simply as the serpent. Of course we 
think of an average snake when we think of serpent but the term serpent is quite often another designation 
for a dragon which the revelation relays to us that infact the devil was and is…the dragon and that same 
serpent from Eden. So really whatever this being is, he should be pictured in this primordial scenario as 
more like a dragon than a snake.  
But what of the story itself? The Creator sets the man and woman into the garden and tells them not to 
eat of the fruit of the tree in the middle of the garden. Along comes “the serpent” talking to the woman 
to try to convince her to disobey and eat from the tree. When we view this passage as Christianity 
commonly calls us to do, it is in light of a new creation after a war in heaven and a rebellion by satan. We 
are taught to see this story as if the devil who was just told to bow and worship these beings and refused, 
has been freshly thrown out of heaven, takes possession of a snake and speaks through that animal to the 
woman so he can try to deceive and destroy her and her future progeny. But what happens when we remove 
from our perspective all that extra detail we’ve added in? Take away the ideas that we superimpose on the 
story - that the devil possessed an animal, that he entered the garden in rebellion to try to destroy 
mankind against the will of the Creator, that he had just fought and lost a war and was thrown out of 
Heaven with a third of the angels. Get all that garbage out of the way and read it again. What do we find? 
We see the serpent talking to the woman. Was the serpent possessed by the devil or was it just the serpent 
itself or himself? The text does not say. Was the serpent tempting mankind or was he trying them? Was he 
sent to make them fall or to provide a genuine choice? Did he appear as the tempter of his own accord or 
was he sent?  
Unfortunately we are offered no details for any of these questions. But how different the story is 
without the baggage we’ve burdened it with?! There’s no war in heaven yet, no fallen foe, no rebel Angel, 
no adversary of the Majesty…there is simply a choice in a garden and an adversary of man offering it. No 
knowing from this passage who the adversary is. Or if he was sent there or there of his own inclination.  
But there’s a funny thing. He is clearly a serpent, and he by his role is clearly a satan; but is he The satan 
of just a satan. And we are not asking if he is a lesser devil or the big kahunna. no, we are asking if he is a 
satan or The satan. As briefly mentioned Satan itself is a term that applies to a great many things in 
Scripture the most notable being a title of the devil but ironically the least used function of the term.  
Throughout Scripture the term satan or rather shatan is used most often of human beings, and not  human 
beings possessed by devils but simply of regular people performing an adversarial role.  A human being in a 
position of being a satan, biblically speaking, is not setting himself against Heaven either, but merely 
against someone else or even something else.  

5 MORNING STAR - SON OF THE DAWN



Two opponents in a game are satan to eachother. A person in an argument is a satan to the other person and 
visa versa. A person alone pushing weights in the gym is satan to the iron he is moving. And the iron is satan 
to him. Anything or anyone which or who is set against, opposed to, standing in the way of, or working 
adversarially to our will, action, or intention is satan to us.  
No that thing is not The Satan. No that Person is not The Satan. We don’t have to treat them like they are 
possessed or evil. No we don’t have to try to rebuke them in the “NAME of the Lord” and demand them to 
flee. That is not the Hebraic meaning of satan nor the understanding we should take away from this study. 
Rather what we should and must understand is the meaning of this term apart from our traditional 
Christian interpretation. We have been well trained to load the term Satan with theological baggage to 
the exclusion of its most common use. We have made it a name for the devil, and removed all its other many 
uses. Not only is this inappropriate behavior for scholars, but it is dangerous for translators in the 
extreme. And subsequently dangerous for the people who will form their doctrines off the 
misinterpretations of translators.  
Throughout the Scriptures, satan is most often a common t e r m f o r a n a d v e r s a r y , 
whether a person or a thing. Not someone who worships the devil. not one who is demon 
possessed. and certainly not the devil himself. Almost every time the term satan occurs 
in Scripture, it is referring to us and inanimate things and how we are acting and 
reacting in this fashion towards each other and these things. 
For example, as we noted earlier when the Messiah was explaining that he would go to 
Jerusalem, to be crucified, Peter confronted him saying this would never happen to him. To 
which the Messiah responded, “get behind me, Satan” … theologians make much of this 
scenario insinuating in their ignorance that Peter was possessed by the devil himself at this 
moment to hinder the road to the cross. But if we simply apply the meaning of the terms as 
they were used in their day, and do not force the term satan to be a name exclusively, 
especially when the majority of the time it is not referring to the Satan himself, then we will 
find the Messiah simply telling his disciple to fall in line behind him, instead of standing in 
the way of his intention. 
There are a number of other instances in Scripture in which this can become a problematic term. 
In the writings of Paul, we are told to turn out those rebels in our midst and to “deliver them to Satan, to 
be taught not to blaspheme”. This becomes a touchy, theological subject when we are needing every 
instance of the term satan to be referring to the devil. It is less problematic if we do not reimagine the 
devil as a rebel angel, however, and we don’t always need the term to refer to the devil at all. In all 
likelihood, this is referring to one of two things. Either Satan is being used in this passage as a reference 
to those human beings who are the unrighteous, or it is referring to the agent of the Most High, whose job 
it is to oppose us in this life, to bring us pain and sorrow and challenge, and suffering and evil. In this 
instance it is equally possible for either interpretation, but definitely not a guarantee that it is a 
reference to the devil, nor is it the mythical ruler of the kingdom of darkness rebelling against heaven.  
Another such passage that could be problematic when we misinterpret the term satan is the references to 
the “synagogue of Satan” in the revelation. Much ideology has been made about this over this centuries, 
most of which was anti-Semitic, associating the concept of the synagogue with Satan meaning the devil. In 
modern times many denominations associate the notion that there were certain synagogues, rather than all 
of them, which were synagogues of Satan meaning the devil. When we simply return to a right reading of 
history, we find that in fact, in such a passage, satan is simply a common term of adversary. In other words 
in the time, when the followers of The Way were being expelled from the synagogues everywhere the 
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synagogues were becoming places, set against and opposed to (adversaries of) the righteous rather than 
places that worshiped the devil. 
There are many such passages that can be misinterpreted based off of our misread of the term Satan as a 
name, instead of a common terminology for adversary. But also because of our lack of understanding of 
the proper usage of such things, we are in danger of misreading the meaning of others when they refer to 
Satan or Lucifer. Whether we agree with these people on their theology or not, it is immaterial. But it is 
imperative that we not misunderstand what it is we disagree about. For example, the Jews teach that satan 
gave Jacob the name Israel. They say that satan was the one wrestling with Jacob… And we are instantly 
aghast at that. Why would the devil be the one to give a name to Israel? And why would they accept it?… 
Except that is not the meaning the Jews give to this passage. They said that satan gave them their name. 
They say that their ancestor wrestled with satan. We are the ones who inferred that this is referring to 
the devil, but they never did. And in fact, they are the ones applying the terminology properly. Whether 
the the being that wrestled with Jacob was one, we call an angel or the Messiah, or something else or 
someone else, he was the adversary of Jacob in that passage, and thus he was satan  to him. Not the devil. 
Just the proper term for an adversary. 
Or we could take something more recent. We are not here to defend any particular organization, but the 
Freemasons get a bad wrap for misquotes by Scotch Rite, founder Albert Pike, who seems to say that they 
worship Lucifer. This and other things lead many people to say that Freemasons are satanic. Maybe they 
are in the sense of those who worship the devil. Maybe they are in the sense that they are adversarial. Or 

maybe they are not satanic at all. That is immaterial to this matter. But this does show what 
happens when we misunderstand the meanings of words and we are encountering those who do 

know the meanings. When we hear the word Lucifer, we are constantly trained to imagine 
this is a reference to the devil. But one who knows that his name was never Lucifer, and 

that Lucifer means light bringer or MorningStar, if we find such a one saying, they 
worship Lucifer, we should be considering the fact that they may be speaking of the 

Messiah, and not the devil, since the Messiah is the Real Light Bringer, and the 
True MorningStar, according to Scripture, and the devil never has been, and never 
will be. 

Nothing is as simple as we’ve been trained to believe. We have been conditions by 
Christian tradition to understand good and evil, in a dichotomous way. And we have 

been trained to see good and evil in the Greco-Roman and Anglo-Saxon perspective. We 
have been taught to see good and evil as both being substantive. But in truth, good is the only substance, 
while evil is otherwise. 
Good is in fact, the only real thing. The only truth. The only life. The only way. People love to ask “how 
could a good Creator make evil?” A question demonstrating a lack of understanding of the subject itself. 
Such a complaint assumes that evil is always a substance. We have a word for it, but that does not make it 
an actual thing. Does that mean that nothing is evil?. No. It simply means we need to understand that the 
matters we find so simple are quite complex in reality. For example we refer to death, darkness, and cold as 
things. We have names for them, and we refer to them as if they are substantive. But they are not. Each of 
these concepts are our ways of describing an absence rather than a substance. The human mind cannot 
comprehend the negative.… Yet because it impacts us so much in so many different ways, we need terms to 
refer to it when nothing is there. We call it empty. We call it vacant. We call it void. And we understand 
these as terms to describe the lack of matter occupying the space referred to. But when it comes to things, 
like death, dark, cold… or even evil, we tend to forget that we are speaking about the same sort of thing… 
or rather non-thing. There is no such thing as death. Yes, plants and animals and people do die. But death is 
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not a thing in itself. Death is but the cessation of life. Nor is darkness a thing in and of itself. Darkness is, 
in fact only the absence of light. So also with cold. Cold is not a thing no matter how much we refer to it 
in our speech patterns. It is simply the absence of heat. Theoretically life and light and heat can increase 
exponentially eternally. But the total removal of all life is true death. The complete removal of all 
light is called perfect dark. And the entire removal of all heat is referred to as absolute zero. It is 
possible to remove all of the substance to a certain point where there is no more. But it is not possible 
thereafter. Why? Because there is no more substance to be removed. Death, darkness, and cold are all 
simply terms to describe no more life, light, and heat.… The same as so so often with evil. We speak of evil, 
as if it were always a thing in and of itself but evil is, in fact, the opposite of good. Not as an opposing 
force. Not as a substantive thing. Not as an object, an entity or a kingdom. Evil is the absence of good. It is 
the absence of substance. The substance being all that is holy, righteous, and true. 
When we choose a lie over the truth, we choose to remove some of the substance in favor of some of the 
absence. When we choose the common over the holy and the wicked over the righteous, we are choosing 
the absence over the substance. When we choose evil over good we are choosing the absence over the 
substance. We are not necessarily choosing between a negative substance, and a positive substance. 
And yet the full truth is even more complex than this, because in another manner of speaking, good and evil 
are understood biblically as being the part that we keep, and the part that we throw away. Good being the 
part, that we keep and evil being the part that we throw away. The part of the substance we keep is the 
fruit and the part we throw away is the peel or the rind or the shell. For this reason good and evil are 
even more complicated because they are often a matter of condition or circumstance. If we look at an 
orange or a banana or an egg, we refer to them as orange and banana and egg… And yet what we are seeing 
when we call these “fruit” by name is not the food part itself but the peel and the rind and the shell. Once 
we remove the peel and the rind and the shell which we just saw and labeled orange or banana or egg, we 
then refer to the same part that we are now throwing away as peel or rind or s h e l l . A n d 
now that we have removed the peel, the rind, and the shell, we refer to the thing it contained 
as the orange or the banana or the egg. This is much the same nature as good and e v i l . 
Without the evil, the good would not be identifiable as good. Without the evil, 
the good wood become rotten and itself evil. Yes, we remove the evil and 
discard it but until we remove that evil, it is what distinguishes good from evil.  
And as if the subject is not complicated enough, as we know, full well, with such 
things as rinds and peels and shells which are discarded in general, can be repurposed for good if 
a little effort is applied. In the same way many things that are naturally evil may be altered or repaired to 
be made into something good. 
This is why the church taught us that good is one thing and bad is another. Always simple and never 
complicated. Both are substance and both are opposites. Period. The end. Don’t ask any questions. it is 
simple. It is easy to understand…And as with so many things we were conditioned to believe, it is an 
absolute lie. 
Our Christian training has oversimplified so many things that ought to remain complex and often 
ambiguous. Few aspects of reality are black-and-white, and the more we delve into the deeper matters of 
reality, particularly the spiritual, the more shades of gray are revealed. Satan is not what we thought he 
was. Good and evil are not what we thought they were. Angels and demons. Heaven and hell.… All our 
theologies are mythologies manufactured over centuries. As our faith progressed from Hebrew to Greek, 
and from Greek into Latin, and from Latin into English so too did our understanding morph. We added 
some elements and removed others. We manipulated and molded our religion into a relatable form… But 
how far it is from the foundation of the Scriptures.  
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We like to think that our Bible is the basis of our beliefs, but in fact much of the details have been drafted 
from extra biblical works, drawn in from foreign mythologies, and drawn up from medieval dramas. Is it a 
coincidence that we believe the “bad place” is called “hell” when that just so happened to be the name of 
the realm of dishonorable dead in Norse mythology and was never the Biblical name of the “bad place” 
until converts from the Norseman came into the church? Why does so much of our own mythology 
surrounding the devil and his domain match exactly that of the old Mithraic religion? In fact, it is not 
coincidence nor is it happenstance but rather persistence on the part of the ancient clerics, who were the 
keepers of the faith in times past. As it is the nature of man to cling to belief of creed and clan, converts to 
Christianity in the early centuries could not be easily persuaded away from practiced ancestral habit. 
Therefore it became the habit of the Christian bishops to baptize heathen practice, to sanctify pagan holy 
sites, and to incorporate elements of other religions into theological explanations. Some of these 
alterations were undoubtedly well intentioned, while others were compromises made to corrupt the faith 
on purpose, but whatever the reason, the result was ruinous. And today we are left with the remains of 
those wrong choices of the old Church. What we have received from our fathers and from theirs was not 
“the faith once for all given to the Saints” but was instead a bastardized English version of a Latin 
version of a Greek version of a Hebrew story… Minus most of the Hebraic elements to the tale.  
When we read in the actual Scriptures, we are told of a place called called Sheol which is simply defined 
as the grave. No explanation is given to describe it, and we have no true understanding of its nature. And 
yet the translators render this from Genesis to Malachi over and over as “hell”. From Matthew to the 
Revelation, we are told of a place called Gehenna which is the name of the valley outside of Jerusalem, 
yet the lying pen of the scribes has given us “hell” as a translation not only of Sheol but of what the Bible 
calls Gehenna aswell. How did we get from Sheol and Gehenna to Hell? One compromise at a time.  
The Latin version of the Bible was translated from the Greek and since Gehenna was mentioned in 
association with fire, the translators rendered Gehenna as Inferno.… Later, when translating into 
English, instead of working off the original Hebrew and Greek, the scribes extrapolated off of the Latin 
Inferno, and it’s association with fire, attempting to replace it with a term familiar to Anglo -Saxons. 
Lacking understanding of the local mythology of the land the translators mistook Hellheim, the 
shadowy realm of the dishonorable dead, confusing it for Muspelheim, the realm of fire, and therefore 
taught people that the damned are condemned to eternity in Hell.  
So what are we to do with all this information? Should we throw out our entire religion because it has 
been ruined by ancient theologians and their crooked ways? We see that the devil was never Lucifer. There 
was never yet a war in heaven at which time Satan tried to overthrow the Creator and lost. (According to 
the Revelation, there yet will be a war to throw out the devil from heaven, but not because he is trying to 
conquer the place. That war is spoken of in the future prophecy of the Revelation, as being a war to oust 
the adversary from being able to accuse the righteous before the Most High and a war to throw him down 
to the Earth to work his ultimate evil against the nations.) When we learn that hell is not even an 
original part of our religion, that angels are not angels and demons are not demons, that good and evil are 
not as we believed them to be, what then are we to make of all our faith? What we must make is an escape. 
Not from True Faith in that Old Time Religion, but we are escaping from the ruin of all that Truth. We 
are escaping from the extra that was added after. We are escaping from the emendations of the scribes. 
Our escape must be made from the adoptions, the amalgamations, the absorptions, and abortions. An escape 
from these and a return to the Scriptures. We must unlearn error and learn truth. We must choose truth 
over tradition. 
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