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Dear Brothers,

(irace and peace to vou in Christ Jesus. It was a pleasure talking with you Thursday, First
John (1). I received vesterday the malerials you sent regarding Witness Lee and the Local Church.
1t is rather interesting to look back into that controversial group and its teachings over twenty
vears afler | was among its early critics. What you sent me, supplemented by a little bit that 1
looked at on the Infernet, convinces me that the Local Church continues to teach essentially what
it did in the late 1960s and throughout the 19705, on the basis of which [ then catepgorized it as
embracing a heretical understanding of God that denies the Biblical doctrine of the Trinity as
expressed in the historic creeds of Christendom.

You asked a specific question, to which [ am prepared to give a specific and unambiguous
answer: (1) “Do vou think that these statements [the LC quotes vou included in vour packet of

information] represent an orthodox or unorthodox view of God?" They represent a decidedly
unorthodox view of God,

You also asked me to write two or three paragraphs explaining why 1 think the statements of
Witness Lee and the Local Church are not orthodox—assuming, of course, that [ do. The
assumption, as [ have just said, is correct. Below I explain why.

The most serious error in Winess Lo and the Local Church™s teaching about God is the
insistence on equating Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, each as the other two. Note that | did not say
the insistence on equating Father, Son, and Holy Spirit with God. Orthodox Trinitarianism affirms
that the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Spirit is God; it equates Father with God,
Son with God, and Spirit with God. But it not only does not equate Father with Son and Spirit or
Son with Father and Spirit or Spirit with Father and Son but denies their equation; that is, it
denies that the Father is the Son, that the Father is the Spirit, that the Son is the Father, that the

Son is the Spirit, that the Spirit is the Father, and that the Spirit is the Son. This Witness Lee and
the Local Church will not do.

Lee and Local Church writers make a big show of affirming that Father, Son, and Spirit are



three in some sense, though they hesitate to define that sense. (Hence, e.g., “A Statement of
Faith™ on the Affirmation & Critique website affirms “that God is eternally one and also eternally
the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, the three being distinct but not separate.” One begs to ask,
“the three what? The “Statement™ will not answer. Orthodox Trinitarianism will: “three
Persons.™) They also make much of the doctrine of perichoresis, or mutual interpenetration. All
of that, however, serves litile purpose other than to obscure the simple fact that, in contradiction
to Biblical, orthodox, historic Trinitarianism, the Local Church insists that the Father is the Son
and the Son is the Spirit.

Appropriate questions to put to a Local Church member would be, “Do you affirm that Jesus
is mot the Father?” and “Do vou affirm that Jesus is mef the Holy Spirit?” A Biblical Trinitarian
will, without hesitation or qualification, answer “Yes™ to both questions. A Local Church member
cannot answer “Yes"” without contradicting Witness Lee, who wrote, c.g., © . . at the end in
heaven He is the Father, and at the end on the earth He is the Son; at the end in heaven He is the
One who listens to the prayer, and at the end on carth he is the One who prays. He is both the
One who prays on earth and the One whi listens in heaven™” “The Son who prays is the Father
who listens™;" “the Son is the Father, and the Son is also the Spirit. Otherwise, how could these
three be one God™:* and “The Lord Jesus is the Holy Spirit,™

Mot only is the Local Church’s doctrine of God heretical relative to the doctrine of the Trinity,
but also it is heretical relative to the doctrine of the incarnation. Although the Local Church tries
Lo equate its teaching at this point with the Eastern Orthodox doctrine of deificarion, or theosis,
the two are quite distinet, The Eastern Orthodox doctrine affirms that through regeneration God
deifics His chikdren in one very specific sense but not in another: God mparts to man His
intellectual and spiritual attributes or energeia (knowledge, righteousness, holiness, poodness,
ete.) to a limited degree, but He does not impart to man His divine substance or ousia.® But here
are some: quotations ffom the Local Church on the matter: “The Church—The Manmfestation of
God i the Flesh, . . . This Church is the continuation and the multiplication of God manifest in
the flesh. . . . We are then the mcrease, the enlargement, of the manifestation of God in the flesh.
God manifests HimseH again in the flesh, but in a wider way. . . . In other words, Ged is mingled
with human beings, not in an outward way, but in an inward way.” “Eventually God will become
us.”* “This Christ has expanded from one Person to thousands and thousands of persons. He was

1'I'hls statemend is o classic sxmmpds nf studied ambigudty in cresd writing ased reminded me: inslantly, as §a@d i ol Aring™s sialemest o
fvith nifered 2 the start of the Fing Counsil of Kice, Everyiing Arlug id in it e consistent wich anthodoocy, hut be said in it nothing that
detingutihad hiz pan thenlogy from cothadooary. It simply avoided the distizctons. It was anly when the erihmles meisied an using Eogaage in their
creed that Arius could not redefine Lo el his neals el Anes el the Coancdl, Similarhy, thia macement & keretionl ned for what it soys bue for what it
hackes: Gl |H¢ Ll Choreh equases Facher, Sory, and Spirit os idemtical sach with mch other.

j'i'f"rmm'l.u.-!'.'nw:crﬂrlgr.h: Triune Jod (Los Angeles: Stremm, nd ), 28,

[hidl., 23.

Thid,, 17, repeared om 235,

[hid., 200

Yo wikl Gindd enlighizning discussion of this in the fr two volumes of Jaroslay Pelikan's The Chrinion Trodivion, 4 Hisery o e
Dgwelopmenl of Dacmdue. My copies are 2 my nffice, not hers at home where T weite, so [oannol peovidie pige relrencass e you, bl the indeses ane
axoellem u'pﬁd:-nu'll] lizaed v qquickly o pelinanl passsapis.

*Wikmess: Lisg, The Feomamp af God {Los Angeles: Soream, 1%9GE], 199

Loz, Lifa-Seudy i CGGenesir, Mesmpe 10, 121-1E2,



onee the individual Christ, but in Acts He has become a corporate Christ.”™ Speaking of Christ
and the Church, “In number we are different, but in nature we are exactly the same.™" “The
Father i3 in the Son, the Son is in the Spirit, and the Spirtt is now m the Body, They are now lour
in one: the Father, the Son, the Spirit, and the Body.™"" “With the Incarnation a dispensation
began in which God and man, man and God were blended into one.”" *The many brothers and
the firstborn Son are the same in life and nature” and “Both the firstbormn Son and the many sons
are the same in the divine life and nature,™"

I would comment briefly on Cheng Chye Lim’s master’s thesis. Although it meludes some
insightful analysis, Mr. Lim's treatment of the Local Chureh’s doctrine is theologically and
logically naive.'! He treats the Local Church’s statements regarding perichoresis as if they
somehow did away with its statements equating Father, Son. and Spirit. That the Local Church’s
doetrine of God is filled with logical inconsistencies is certainly true,” but those inconsistencies
do not nullify its clear affirmations that the Father is the Son, the Son is the Father, and the Son is
the Spirit. He lets the Local Church off the hook much too easily. When he writes, in his
conclusion, that “LC Trinitarian teaching is mof heretical insofar as il respects the biblical tension
between the unity and plurality of God™ (79, emphasis added), he writes contrary to the evidence
of quotations like those supplied above. It simply is heretical to write, “The Son who prays is the
Father who listens™"" “the Son is the Father, and the Son is also the Spirit. Otherwise, how could
these thres be one God?™%'" and “The Lord Jesus is the Holy Spirit.”™"* Further, Mr. Lim fails to
deal adequately anywhere in the thesis with the Local Church’s doctrine of deification, which goes
far beyond the Eastern Orthodox concept. One canmot maintain this as a senous criticism of the
thesis, since Mr. Lim made it clear that he intended to deal in detail only with the Local Church's
Trinilarianism (5o called), but having raised the issue he failed to subject it to adeguate
documentation and critique.

Also, T would advise against your saying, as vou do in the proposed revised chapter for your
Encyelopedia, “The dedication of Local Church members to the Lord is commendable. . . . The
Lord (Jesus Christ) either is or is not God the Father and God the Holy Spirit. According to
orthodox Trinitarianism, He is not; aceording to the Loeal Church, He is. Either the Local Church
is right and orthodox Trinitarianism has a false Christ, or orthodox Trinitarianism is right and the
Local Church has a false Christ. Logically they cannot both be true. Therefore, assuming that vou
imtend to continue to affirm erthodox Trinitaranism, you should not affirm that Local Church
members are dedicated 1o the Lord. They are indeed dedicated; but they are dedicated to a false
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Christ, “another Jesus,” against which Paul warned so firmly in 2 Corinthians 11, This does not
logically entail that they are all non-Christians; if’ it were not possible for Christians to be deceived
temporarily inte worshiping another Jesus, Paul would not have had to warn the Corinthian saimts
against that possibility. But their dedication to a Jesus who is the Father and the Holy Spirit is not
to “the Lord™ of Scripture,

Finally, since I am a professor not only of historical theology but also of Christian ethics, T
carmot help commenting on the situation that led to your sending me the material. The Local
Church’s propensity to sue those who criticize its theology, ecclesiology, and practices is entirely
out of keeping with the Apostle Paul’s instructions in 1 Corinthians 6—n addition to its flying in
the face of the U.S. Constitution’s guarantees ol freedom of religion, speech, and the press. 1 pray
that God will give you, your publisher, and vour insurer perseverance and sound legal counsel to
resist and defeat this bullyving tactic.

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be
with yow

Associate Professor of
Historical Theology and Social Ethies
Knox Theological Seminary

Sali Deo Claria!



