Witnessing for Christ in a Religiously Pluralistic World:
Confronting Cults and False Religions
Unit 5: Modalist Cults: Oneness Pentecostalism and the Local Church of Witness Lee (not specifically a Pentecostal movement.)
Just to state a couple of things to avoid misunderstanding.  
This is not a critique of Pentecostals.  Most Pentecostals are not “Oneness” Pentecostals. They are not Modalistic. 
This is not a critique of the teaching of the late Watchman Nee. Though it will be when we get to a section of his history where we will discuss Witness Lee. 
1. What is modalism? Views of God that deny the distinction of persons in the Trinity.  Instead, the names of the three persons are really roles that God plays in different relationships and contexts.  
We will be talking about two types of Modalists:
Successionalistic - Father is the title of God until the incarnation.  After the incarnation, it is Son.  After the resurrection, it is the Holy Spirit.
Static - Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are roles that God has always played.
2. History
a. Oneness Pentecostalism: Offshoot from late 19th-century American Pentecostal movement. Oneness is a term they use for themselves - insisting on the unity and oneness of God.
b. Local Church of Witness Lee: Offshoot of the “Little Flock” movement associated with Watchman Nee.
3. Statistics - we will be brief on statistics.  They are in “Jesus Only” Churches if you want more of them.
a. Oneness Pentecostalism: See Beisner, “Jesus Only” Churches, 7–10. Note: T.D. Jakes, pastor of 30,000-member “The Potter’s House” in Dallas, is Oneness.
b. Local Church of Witness Lee statistics: unavailable. Hard to get good numbers on it.  Thousands in Taiwan and China.
4. United Pentecostal Church Theology and Soteriology
a. UPCI Christology - important to start with Christology because it drives the Theology.  It’s very complicated thought, so the book is recommended.
i. Jesus Christ is God: Agreed.
ii. The “fullness of deity” (Colossians 2:9) can dwell in Him bodily only if Jesus is the Father and the Holy Spirit: Disagreed.
iii. Though the Word existed before His incarnation, Jesus’ sonship (whether of God or of man) is not eternal but a temporary role with beginning and end.  Meaning that His Sonship ceased after his life on earth -  then takes on the role of Holy Spirit at resurrection.   Somehow also playing the role of Father until all things are given back to him as mentioned in Corinthians: Disagreed.  There are some real intricacies and inconsistencies.
b. Response to UPCI Christology
i. Jesus is God: Agreed.
ii. The “fullness of deity” can dwell in Him bodily only if Jesus is the Father and the Holy Spirit: Disagreed—will discuss later under theology proper: modalism versus Trinitarianism.
iii. Jesus’ sonship (whether of God or of man) is not eternal but a temporary role with beginning and end: Agreed regarding sonship of man, but disagreed regarding sonship of God.  We would say that it was more than a role because he actually became a human.  We would agree that there was a beginning, by we would not agree that there is an end because he has united his humanity and diety in the person of Christ.
1. Oneness apologist David Bernard argues
a. that the word son in reference to Jesus appears in the Bible only with reference to His humanity, and
b. that the word begotten can’t apply if the Son is eternal, since it necessitates a time (his conception) before which he didn’t exist before it’s begotten. There was a beginning to his humanity and diety.
2. On the contrary:
a. Son does sometimes denote the divine Person without reference to His human nature, and with reference to His existence before His incarnation:
i. Progression of pronouns in Colossians 1:13–17: The Father “brought us into the kingdom of the Son he loves, in whom [the Son] we have redemption, the forgiveness of sins. He [the Son] is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation. For by him [the Son] all things were created …; all things were created by him [the Son] and for him [the Son]. He [the Son] is before all things, and in him [the Son] all things hold together.”  Simply, the scriptures refer to Jesus in his pre-incarnate state.
ii. John 11:27: “the Son of God, who was to come into the world”: into expresses motion toward a goal and requires existence prior to reaching the goal, so the Son pre-existed the incarnation.
iii. Others: John 16:27–28; 17:1, 4–5; Hebrews 1:1–12; Galatians 4:4, 6.
b. Begotten with reference to the Son of God doesn’t imply a beginning.
i. The Son’s having been begotten (from Greek gennao) relates to His conception in the womb of Mary (Matthew 1:20; Luke 1:31, 35[not sure, there could be other meanings there]; 2:21), His birth from Mary (Matthew 2:1–2, 4; Luke 1:35[?]; 2 11), and his resurrection (Acts 13:33; probably Hebrews 1:5; 5:5).
ii. If having been “begotten” at birth and resurrection does not prevent His existence as the Son before both, having been “begotten” in conception doesn’t prevent His existence as the Son before His conception.  So “begotten” just doesn’t carry the meaning that Oneness Pentecostals would like it to.
iii. The word sometimes translated “only begotten” (monogenes) properly means “unique” or “one of a kind” (monos and genos).  
c. More technically: Oneness Christology explains the apparent distinction between Jesus and the Father as that between His divine and human natures—so if Jesus prays to His Father, it is His human nature praying to His divine nature. 
i. That effectively divides Him into two persons, one human, one divine.  (They would say they are not doing that, which is a good thing. The fact is, they are effectively doing that with their argument otherwise there are some real incoherent inconsistencies).  It is not natures that think, love, or speak.  It’s specific persons.  Human nature is something we all share, but humanity does not collectively think.  That is something that individual persons do. Those things are done by a collective nature.
ii. That entails that only the human person died on the cross.  That’s got some problems.  Scripture explicitly says that God died on the cross.  It was the blood of God on the cross.  It was because no mere human could pay the penalty.  As soon as you say that only the human person died on the cross, that is not enough to atone for our sins.  I don’t think that was ever consciously worked out in the Oneness movement.  Later we will see that righteous acts are needed because it is implied that the death of Christ is not enough by itself. 
iii. That entails that His redemption price was insufficient, leaving something more to be done by man: works. 
c. UPCI theology proper: modalism. (Side note: Theology Proper is the term used for talking exclusively about God the Father - not Jesus, not salvation, not the Holy Spirit.  Just God the Father.
i. There is only one God: Agreed.
ii. The Father is God, Jesus is God, the Holy Spirit is God: Agreed.
iii. The Father = Jesus = the Holy Spirit: Disagreed. We do not believe that the names as interchangeable.  They think those names are referring to roles that God plays to things external to Himself.
d. Response to UPCI theology proper: Trinitarianism.
i. There is only one God: Agreed.
ii. The Father is God, Jesus is God, the Holy Spirit is God: Agreed. But: When they say Jesus is God, they mean that the term Son doesn’t apply to him as God.  The term “Son” applies only to his human nature.
1. Not just “Jesus” but “the Son.”
2. The terms God and Holy Spirit are not interchangeable.
iii. The Father = Jesus = the Holy Spirit: Disagreed.
1. Jesus (the Word, the Son) and the Father are distinct Persons: “I am the true vine, and my Father is the gardener. … As the Father has loved me, so I have loved you. … If you obey my commands, you will remain in my love, just as I have obeyed my Father’s commands and remain in his love. … He who hates me hates my Father as well. … they have hated both me and my Father.” (John 15:1, 9–10, 23–25; see also John 16:23, 26–28; 17:1, 3–5, 25–26) This verse is essential to our refutation of their claim because only his divine nature could be the vine.  There are so many other passages that are like this!
2. Jesus (the Word, the Son) and the Holy Spirit are distinct Persons: “I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Counselor to be with you forever—the Spirit of truth. … But the Counselor, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, will teach you all things and will remind you of everything I have said to you” (John 14:16, 26; see also 15:26; 16:7, 13–15). Clearly distinguishing himself from the Holy Spirit.
3. The Father and the Holy Spirit are distinct Persons: John 14:15, 26 (above).
iv. See “Jesus Only” Churches for full response to UPCI arguments against the Trinity from Bible proof texts, reason, and history. 
e. Soteriology: Salvation by Grace Plus Works
i. In general, Oneness writers teach that in Adam all humankind fell into sin, guilt, and spiritual death; therefore, no one can satisfy God’s requirements of perfect righteousness or atone for his or her own sin. Agreed.
ii. Justification is by God’s grace through faith in Christ, who died as a substitutionary sacrifice to satisfy the penalty for the sins of all men. Agreed.
iii. Salvation requires a new birth. Agreed.
iv. New birth is achieved by faith, repentance, water baptism, and baptism in the Holy Spirit. Disagreed. We would, in fact, disagree with all of that.  The word for “faith” or “repentance” in the Greek is the same thing essentially. It means “a change of mind”.  Meaning, if we hear the gospel and believe it, we are also saying that what we’ve done in the past is wrong and now we know what is right.  We go from not believing that Christ died for our sins because we need a savior to believing that he did die for our sins and we need a savior. Faith - believe the gospel.  Repentance - went from not believing to believing.  Faith and repentance are two sides of the same coin.  John 5:24 makes it clear that regeneration - going from death to life - has to occur before faith. “he has crossed over from death to life.”  The faith happens because of the spiritual rebirth that God gives us.  He is the only one that can make us “born again”.  It is something he does.  We cannot do it.
1. Water baptism is the indispensable means of regeneration. Disagreed.
a. John 3:5: “… unless one is born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God.”
b. Titus 3:5: we are saved “through the washing of rebirth and renewal of the Holy Spirit.”
2. Water baptism is the indispensable means of remission of sin. Disagreed.
a. Acts 22:16: “… be baptized and wash away your sins, calling on his name.”
b. Acts 2:38: “Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins ….”
3. Water baptism must be by immersion to be effective. Disagreed.  Without trying to settle the “immersion vs. sprinkling” debate, I will say that if baptism is not essential to salvation, then the mode is moot.
a. They would argue that the meaning of the word is “to dip”.  They would also site,
b. Romans 6:3-5  Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death?  4 We were buried therefore with him by baptism into death, in order that, just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might walk in newness of life.  5 For if we have been united with him in a death like his, we shall certainly be united with him in a resurrection like his. [cf. Colossians 2:5]
4. Water baptism must be administered by a Jesus’ name formula to be effective. That is, they dont think that baptizing in the name of the Father, Son, and HS is not proper.  So the way Jesus did it is not proper, I suppose. Disagreed.
a. Acts 2:38 (above).
b. Acts 8:16  hey had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.
c. Acts 10:48  he commanded them to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.
d. Acts 19:5  they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. 
e. See also Acts 22:16; Romans 6:3–4; Galatians 3:27; Colossians 2:11–12.
5. Baptism in the Holy Spirit is essential to salvation and never occurs without the “initial evidence” of speaking in tongues. Disagreed.
f. Response to UPCI soteriology
i. Agreed.
ii. Agreed.
iii. Agreed.
iv. Disagreed:
1. Faith: yes.
2. Repentance: yes.
3. Water baptism is not the indispensable means of regeneration.
a. John 3:5: optional meanings of “born of water” If it means:
i. Baptism: then verses 5 and 8 are inconsistent, for verse 5 requires both baptism and being born of the Spirit, while verse 8 requires only being born of the Spirit.
ii. Natural birth (in response to Nicodemus’s saying, “Surely a man cannot enter a second time into his mother’s womb to be born!”
iii. Being born of the Holy Spirit, i.e., regenerated: “No one can enter the kingdom of God unless he is born of water, in other words, of the Spirit.” Can we really argue that? Yes. “Kai” in Greek, which is translated in our Bibles as the word “and” in this verse, can mean “in other words.”)  So Jesus would be saying that you need to be born of the Holy Spirit.  
My point is not to assume that we know the answer, my point is to say that the United Pentecostal church can not argue their point with this verse.
b. Titus 3:5: optional meanings of “washing of rebirth”:
i. Water baptism: but this apparently conflicts with the statement that it is not by righteous deeds that we’re saved, yet water baptism is a righteous deed.
ii. Spiritual rebirth, in which case we would read: “… he saved us, not because of righteous things we had done, but because of his mercy, through the washing of rebirth, in other words [kai], the renewal by the Holy Spirit.”
c. Romans 6:4
i. does not state that water baptism is the indispensable means by which we are buried with Christ, only that through baptism we are so buried;
ii. the baptism here is spiritual, not material, but rather spiritual.  Even the history of the word “baptism” doesn’t indicate anything about water, but rather a trans-formative experience. Romans 6:3-5 Paul says, Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death?  4 We were buried therefore with him by baptism into death, in order that, just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might walk in newness of life.  5 For if we have been united with him in a death like his, we shall certainly be united with him in a resurrection like his.
1. If that’s water baptism, then everyone baptized in water is saved.
2. That’s not true.
3. Therefore that’s not water baptism but spiritual.
d. Acts 2:41; 8:12; 9:18; 10:47–48; 16:14–15, 30–33; 18:8: in all those cases regeneration clearly preceded baptism; effect can’t precede cause. If baptism preceeds regeneration, that puts the cart before the horse.
4. Water baptism is not the indispensable means of remission of sin.
a. Acts 22:16: “… be baptized and wash away your sins, calling on his name.”
i. Scripture sometimes refers to a symbol as if it were the thing symbolized (like bread in communion), yet symbol and thing aren’t confused; water baptism symbolizes our purification from sin and union with Christ in his death, burial, and resurrection, yet Christ’s blood, not water, washes away sins.
ii. The participial phrase “calling on his name” modifies both “be baptized” and “wash away your sins”: “be baptized calling on his name and wash away your sins calling on his name.” The causal connection is between calling and washing, not between being baptized and washing. 
b. Acts 2:38: “Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins ….”
i. Repent and your (sins) are second-person plural; be baptized is third-person singular.
ii. More precise translation: “Y’all repent for the remission of y’all’s sins, and let each one of you be baptized ….”
iii. For the remission of your sins could mean “in reference to” or “because of”.
5. Water baptism need not be by immersion to be effective.
a. Not necessary for either regeneration or remission anyway, so mode becomes moot so far as salvation is concerned.
b. The word baptizo does not mean “immerse,” and baptismos does not mean “immersion.” James Wilkinson Dale, Baptizo, 4 vols.
6. Water baptism need not (and probably should not) be administered with a Jesus’ name formula. The will insist on this and will resist a trinity model. 
a. Not necessary for either regeneration or remission, so formula moot so far as salvation is concerned.
b. Scripture nowhere instructs recitation of Jesus’ name during baptism.
c. The verses cited are narrative, not commands.
d. Verses cited vary in wording, which isn’t likely formulaic.
e. The verses cited don’t necessarily convey the formula spoken but may simply use “in (or into) Jesus’ (or the Lord Jesus’ or the Lord Jesus Christ’s) name” as shorthand to refer to Christian baptism using the triune formula.  A formula is made to create uniformity over a long period of time.  It’s obvious that was no one’s intention.  These are narratives and accounts of these baptisms.  Why did they do it in Jesus’ name?  To distinguish it as Christian - to distinguish it from Judaism, or from being a baptism in any other name - Greek and Roman cults. 
f. Both the fact that it’s a command and the rhythmic character of the language in Matthew 28:19 make it more likely that it is the preferred formula.  It’s a command.  It is written so rhythmically written that it is ideal for memorization.
7. Baptism in the Holy Spirit is not essential to salvation.  There are various understandings of the filling of the Holy Spirit.  Some say that it happens with regeneration.  Others say that it happens consistently.  Paul tells us in Ephesians to “Be being filled with the Holy Spirit.”  Many of our translations just say, “be filled…” when in the Greek it suggests an on-going process when it says “be being filled…”  Others say that the filling of the Holy Spirit can be a special time or experience in which they are equipped for ministry in a way that they couldn’t be otherwise.  The United Pentecostal church argues that when you are filled with the Holy Spirit, it imparts a supernatural gift to you, and that is the gift of tongues.  None of the verses cited by Oneness advocates proves that it is.
8. Nothing in Scripture teaches that whoever does not speak in tongues is not baptized in the Spirit.
a. The five accounts in Acts, taken singly or together, do not prove that speaking in tongues is the initial evidence of receiving or being baptized in or by the Spirit.
b. Other passages in Acts tell of conversions or of people being baptized or filled with the Spirit but don’t mention tongues (Acts 2:37–41; 4:31; 6:3–6; 7:55; 11:24; 13:52).
c. Of at least forty distinct passages in the Bible that mention being filled with (= baptized in, fallen upon by, come upon by, poured upon by, etc.) the Spirit, only three explicitly mention tongues, in only one other can tongues reasonably be inferred, and thirty-five do not mention tongues.  Seems clear that Biblically, you don’t have to speak in tongues to be filled with the Spirit.
Talking with these people, we need to prove that we are a friend.  We need to be patient.
John Acherberg - would bring debaters on his show in the 80’s.  He had Walter Martin and myself on his show debating with some United Pentecostal leaders.  We had ten hours of debate on tape.  They widdled it down to five one hour segments.  Those are still available online.  About every two months, I get an email from a former United Pentecostal that was converted by those debates.
5. Local Church theology and soteriology. 
Just a brief history on Witness Lee.  
He started in the Brethren church under Watchman Nee in China.  Watchman Nee was a bit of a mystical Christian, but as far as I can tell he was pretty orthodox.  Lee was under him for a while, but when Nee died, there were some splits in his followers and Lee led one of them that became it’s own thing - The Little Flock.  They are reasonably common in the underground house churches in China.  they are a very sincere people. But they are typically uninformed about Biblical theology and principles.  The Local Church has a reputation for suing for defamation when people write critiques about them.  They have been known to bleed opponents dry through the legal system until they drop the case.  That is until they lost to John Ancherberg over a book on the cults.  
Recently, some have written about Lee and said that he is orthodox.  I firmly disagree because he believed and said many contradictory things.  Because I believe that man’s mind is made in God’s image, I don’t believe that man can consciously affirm two contradictory things simultaneously.  As an Eastern Mystic, he did that, and his defenders have tried to explain what he “really meant”.  I have to take him at face value for all that he has said.  He is not to be trusted as a teacher of others.  An elder in the church of God cannot be the one that’s saying heretical things.  We can’t give him the benefit of the doubt.  (For all documentation, see E. Calvin Beisner, The Teachings of Witness Lee and the Local Church, rev. ed. 2009, at http://ecalvinbeisner.com/freearticles/TeachingsofWitnessLee&LocalChurch.pdf.)
a. Introduction: Eastern mysticism in Christian garb. 
b. Source of authority in Local Church teaching: Members of the Local Church are told not to research, understand, or learn the Word, but to approach it mystically, and Lee’s writings are treated as if they were infallible and inspired.  Through the 38 years I’ve been studying this, I’ve never found one defender of Lee who has been willing to say that anything he said or wrote anywhere is wrong. Lee writes:
i. Doctrine only works divisions among the Lord’s children.
ii. As long as [Jesus] is with us, we need no regulations, no rituals, no doctrines or forms. . . . Do you come to the meetings for teaching or for learning? We must come to the meetings for feasting. 
iii. Suppose in the meetings of the local church we did not do anything but say: “O Lord, Amen, Hallelujah! O Lord, Amen, Hallelujah!” If the Lord were to lead us to do this for two hours, I believe we would all be set on fire. Everyone would be burned. This is much, much better than any kind of prevailing message. Why is this? It is because when we say these four words we are touching the seven Spirits of God which are before the throne. Try it and see if the seven Spirits will not burn you.   (Understand the difference between occultic meditation and Biblical meditation.  Meditation is to bring back up what you’ve taken in and you digest it all over again.  You think it through.  You have your mind shaped by the words of God.  If instead, you are “touching the seven spirits of God” this is a very mystical and subjective and intuitive thing.
iv. . . . there is no need for us to close our eyes to pray. It is better for us to close our mind! . . . Do not try only to learn the Bible. We must realize that this is a book of life, not a book of knowledge. (Jesus says, “This is eternal life, that they may KNOW you.”  A personal relationship is all about coming to KNOW the truths about that person.  Every time we learn something new about Jesus, we are knowing him even more. Also look at 2 Peter 1 beginning in verse 3.  Knowledge is essential to Christian faith and communion with God.) This book is the divine embodiment of the living Spirit, and He is life.
v. Simply pick up the Word and pray-read a few verses in the morning and in the evening. There is no need for you to exercise your mind in order to squeeze out some utterance, and it is unnecessary to think over what you read. . . . It is better for us to close our mind! For example, n pray-reading Galatians 2:20 simply look at the printed page, which says, “I am crucified with Christ.” Then with your eyes upon the Word and praying from deeply within say: “Praise the Lord, ‘I am crucified with Christ!’ Hallelujah! ‘Crucified with Christ.’ Amen. ‘I am.’ Oh, Lord, ‘I am crucified.’ Praise the Lord! ‘Crucified with Christ.’ Amen! ‘I am crucified with Christ.’ Hallelujah! Amen! ‘Nevertheless.’ Amen. ‘Nevertheless.’ Amen! ‘I live.’ Oh, Lord, ‘I live!’ Hallelujah! Amen! ‘Yet not I but Christ,’ etc.” . . .(This is a mantra. Pray-reading is a chant. It is a very Eastern mystical idea to do a mantra or chant - not fill the mind - but rather to empty the mind.  The purpose is to become so absorbed in the world soul that you lose the sense of your distinction from God.  This is not a Biblical view on how to read the Scriptures.) There is no need for you to compose any sentences or create a prayer. Just pray-read the Word. pray the words of the Bible exactly as they read. Eventually, you will see that the whole Bible is a prayer book! You can open to any page of the Bible and start to pray with any portion of the Word. . . . There is no need to explain or expound the Word, simply pray with the Word. Forget about reading, researching, understanding, and learning the Word. You must pray-read the Word.
vi. Do not think this is my teaching; it is the Lord’s revelation.
c. Theology proper: modalism
i. Successive modalism (Sabellianism; dynamic monarchianism). The Local Church teaches that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are all the same Person as well as the same God, and that each is a successive step or stage in the revelation of God to man. Witness Lee writes:
1. Thus, the three Persons of the Trinity become the three successive steps in the process of God’s economy.  (One could say that because he refers to three persons, he is orthodox, but the idea of the successive steps repute that.)
2. Likewise, the Father, Son, and Spirit are not three Gods, but three stages of one God for us to possess and enjoy.
3. In the heavens, where man cannot see, God is the Father; when He is expressed among men, He is the Son; and when He comes into men, He is the Spirit. The Father was expressed among men in the Son, and the Son became the Spirit to come into men. The Father is in the Son, and the Son became the Spirit—the three are just one God.
4. Formerly it was impossible for man to contact the Father. He was exclusively God and His nature was exclusively divine. There was nothing in the Father to bridge the gap between God and man. . . . But now He has . . . become incarnate in human nature. The Father was pleased to combine His own divinity with humanity in the Son. (Adam communed with God in the garden, yet God was not yet incarnate.)
5. After death and resurrection He [the Son] became the Spirit breathed into the disciples. (Jesus appeared to the disciples and breathed on them, yet Lee says he was already the Holy Spirit after the resurrection.)
6. . . . the Son became the Spirit for us to drink in as the water of life.
7. The Father, as the inexhaustible source of everything, is embodied in the Son.
8. In the place where no man can approach Him (I Tim. 6:16), God is the Father. When He comes forth to manifest Himself, He is the Son. . . . We know the Lord is the Son and that He is also called the Father. . . . Now we read that He is the Spirit. So we must be clear that Christ the Lord is the Spirit, too. … As the source, God is the Father. As the expression, He is the Son. As the transmission, He is the Spirit. (Note that he is indicating external relationships, not internal relationships in Himself.) The Father is the source, the Son is the expression, and the Spirit is the transmission, the communion. This is the triune God.
ii. Static Modalism (Noetianism, Patripassianism). The Local Church also teaches another view of the Trinity, also modalistic. For the purposes of this booklet, we shall call this “static modalism,” because in this form there is no succession of one becoming another. Father, Son, and Spirit are presented as separate but simultaneous modes or aspects of the revelation of the same One to man. Lee writes:
1. Although he is one God, yet there is the matter of three-foldness, that is, the threefold Person (notice he now says “person” rather than “persons”—the Father, the Son, and the Spirit.
2. He [the Father] is the One hidden within, and the Son is the One manifested without; yet the One who is manifested without is the One who is hidden within—the two are just one.
3. Thank the Lord, He also has two ends: 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 earth He is the One who prays. He is both the One who prays on earth and the One who listens in heaven. (So unlike United Pentecostals who say that Jesus is talking to his divine nature, he has one God talking to himself.)
4. The Son who prays is the Father who listens.
5. that the Son is the Father, and the Son is also the Spirit. Otherwise, how could these three be one God? (So this is clearly not the Trinity of the Bible.)
6. The Son is the Father, and the Son is also the Spirit.
7. The Lord Jesus is the Holy Spirit. . . 
Those who are now trying to white wash Lee’s reputation, cannot get rid of these quotations.  They argue that the Local Church doesn’t believe these things anymore, which is fine.  Let them repudiate it!  I have yet to speak with anyone from the Local Church that is willing to repudiate anything that Lee has ever said.
iii. The Extension of the Incarnation: The Church as God Manifest in the Flesh. God becomes the Church, or vice versa. Lee writes:
1. The Church—The Manifestation of God in the Flesh. . . . This Church is the continuation and the multiplication of God manifest in the flesh. . . . (he’s not just talking metaphorically here) We are then the increase, the enlargement, of the manifestation of God in the flesh. God manifests Himself again in the flesh, but in a wider way. . . . In other words, God is mingled with human beings, not in an outward way, but in an inward way. The Church is the manifestation of God not the manifestation of doctrines or gifts.
2. This Christ has expanded from one Person to thousands and thousands of persons. He was once the individual Christ, but in Acts He has become a corporate Christ.
3. [Speaking of the Church and Christ:] In number we are different, but in nature we are exactly the same. (if we are to be like Christ in nature, we must be both divine and human.)
4. The Father is in the Son, the Son is in the Spirit, and the Spirit is now in the Body. They are now four in one: the Father, the Son, the Spirit, and the Body.
5. With the Incarnation a dispensation began in which God and man, man and God were blended into one.
6. The first creation, though brought into being by God Himself, is by God Himself suffered to pass into death that it may emerge in resurrection as a creation of dual nature, i.e., combining the natures of God and man.
7. The resurrection followed the crucifixion. The resurrection recovered and uplifted the standard of humanity created by God and brought the human nature into God. By incarnation the divine nature was brought into man; by resurrection the human nature was brought into God. Now it is possible for man to have more than a created human nature. . . . God mingled with man and man mingled with God. . . . God in His three Persons mingles Himself with us.
8. Eventually God will become us. (quote, unquote.)
d. Local Church soteriology: The Local Church’s beliefs in regard to salvation are complex and even appear contradictory. Lee first teaches that salvation is simply and only a matter of calling on the name of the Lord. But in other literature he strongly implies that it is impossible to be saved unless one attends the Local Church. It is helpful to see how he states both positions. Lee writes:
i. … to reach the unbelievers, no preaching is necessary. If we help them say “O Lord” three times, they will be saved. If they open the window, the air will get in. (classic mystical thought) All they have to do is to open their mouths and say, “O Lord, O Lord.” Even if they have no intention of believing, still they will be caught. Regardless of whether they have the intention or not, as long as they open the window, the air will get in. It is not a matter of teaching; it is a matter of touching the seven Spirits of God. (I have sat with top leaders of the Local Church and gone over this.  They had no answer to this.)
ii. If we follow the wandering stars (denominations), eventually our portion will be the same as theirs—the blackness of darkness forever. . . . . If anyone comes to you without a definite standing and certain course, avoid him. The proper standing is the local church, and the right course is to go on in the Spirit in the local church.  Never be a wandering star, and never follow a wandering star. . . . . Today the only way for you and me and for anyone to find Christ is to see the living star. Hallelujah! Today the star is not far from us—it is with the local churches. . . . Today the living star and the living stars are in the local churches. Let us follow them and let us be one of them.
e. Local Church ecclesiology: , Lee teaches the doctrine of “localism,” that is, that there is only one true representative of the Body of Christ in any city. This, of course, is said to be the Local Church. The Local Church alone is alleged to be the true representative of the Body of Christ, and all other churches are false. (The idea is that the church of God should not be divided.  In a way, yes, it is sad, but it is also beautiful.  If we are loving, we can bring different things to the table.) Lee writes:
i. If you get into anything other than the local church of the city, you get into a division; if you get into the church of that city, you get into unity.
ii. [Satan] has taken another step by creating all the sects, denominations and divisions in the Body of Christ. . . . God is moving in these days to recover. What is the way of His recovery? . . . the recovery of the proper unity. Not until these three things are recovered among us will we have a proper and adequate church life. Through all the centuries since then, religious people have followed in their steps, persecuting the genuine seekers and followers of the Lord in spirit and life, while still considering themselves to be defending the interests of God. Roman Catholicism and Protestantism, as well as Judaism, all fall into this category, becoming an organization of Satan as his tool to damage God’s economy. (Don’t think for a minute that Lee was friendly with any other denominations.)
iii. . . . the church life must be practiced today and there is no other way but the local churches.
iv. Judaism is satanic, Catholicism is demonic, and Protestantism is Christless. (At least he makes himself plain.  People are trying to give him a clean bill - saying they misunderstood him.)
f. Local church doctrines of sin and Satan.
i. Sin is the literal flesh of man, the dwelling place of Satan. (instantly you should be thinking of how this ties into the mystical thinking - that the physical world just by it’s physicality is evil.  The physical is not separated from the spiritual) Lee writes: 
1. Man’s body as originally created by God was something very good, but it has now become the flesh. The body was pure, since it was created good, but when the body was corrupted by Satan, it became flesh.
2. It was God’s intention for this neutral, innocent man to take God into himself, that God and man, man and God, would be mingled together as one. . . . Another possibility, however, was that man would be induced to take the second tree, the source of death. As a consequence, man would then be mingled with the second tree. Oh, that our eyes might be opened to see that in the whole universe it is not a matter of ethics and of doing good, but a matter of either receiving God as life or Satan as death.
3. The significance of Adam taking the fruit of the tree of knowledge was that he received Satan into himself. . . . Satan grew in Adam and became a part of him.
4. The body simply became the residence of Sin, which is the embodiment of Satan. . . . This corrupted, transmuted body is called the “body of sin,” and the “body of death,” because this body became the very residence of Satan.
5. [After the fall] Satan was joyful, boasting that he had succeeded in taking over man. But God, who was still outside of man, seemed to say: “I will also become incarnated. If Satan wrought himself into man, then let Me enter man and put man upon Myself.”
6. The body is something satanic and devilish, because Satan dwells in this body. All the lusts are in this corrupted body which is called the flesh. . . . Satan, from the time of the fall, dwells in man. This is what happened when man partook of the second tree. . . . Since Satan and man became one through the second tree, Satan is no longer outside of man, but in man.
7. Christ is the embodiment of God, but sin is the embodiment of Satan. . . . Sin can be lord over us; hence, Sin must be the evil one, Satan. Through the fall, Satan came into man as Sin, (notice how he redefines sin.  John tells us that sin is lawlessness.) and is ruling, damaging, corrupting and mastering him. In what part? Satan is in the members of man’s body.
ii. The problem for man, then, is sin. Sin, according to Lee, is Satan. Satan has come into man’s flesh and masters him. In this way, Satan has taken complete control of man, and this control can only be broken by God coming into man in the same way Satan has come. We see the following step in Lee’s teaching:
1. When the Lord Jesus incarnated Himself in flesh, He was “in the likeness of the flesh of sin.” . . . When Christ was on the cross, He was a man “in the likeness” of the serpent. The serpent is Satan, the devil, the enemy of God, but when Christ was incarnated as a man, He had even the likeness of the sinful flesh, which is the likeness of Satan. . . . After God became a man and put that man with Satan within him upon Himself, He brought that man to the cross. Satan thought he had succeeded, but he only gave the Lord an easy way to put him to death. . . . By taking man, he [Satan] was caught and imprisoned in man. Subsequently, the Lord came and put man upon Himself to bring him to the cross. . . . At the same time, Satan within this fallen man was put to death also. . . . Christ brought man with Satan into death and the grave and brought man without Satan out of death and the grave. (So Christ dies on the cross with Satan.  Christ is raised from the dead and Satan is left in the grave.) He left Satan buried in the grave. Now this resurrected man is one with Christ. . . . [T]hrough this resurrection man with God became one. By incarnation God came into man, and by resurrection man with God became one. Now God is in man’s spirit.
iii. Parallel Incarnations of God and Satan (This is the heart of Lee’s thought). The line of thought here is clear: God first intended to create man for the purpose of manifesting Himself; Satan tempted man, so that man took of the tree of knowledge of good and evil; by so doing, man took Satan into himself, and so long as Satan is there, man cannot manifest God; God therefore purposed to put Himself into man, which He first accomplished through the incarnation in Christ (and later extends this incarnation to all believers); He then brought Christ to the cross so that the man and Satan died; finally He raised the man and Christ (Himself) from the dead, so that man could at last fully express God. Let us see how all of this stands in relation to Scripture.
1. Lee’s teaching stems from his identification of sin with Satan. It is difficult to see whether Lee intends to personify sin in making it Satan, or to depersonify Satan by making him (it) sin. Whichever is the case, neither view is Biblical. The Bible shows a clear distinction between sin and Satan. Sin is revealed as the attitude or acts of disobedience and disloyalty to God and His Word (Romans 3:20; 4:15; 7:7-25, esp. 15-16). While sin is sometimes personified in Scripture, as if it had a will of its own, this can be easily seen to be figurative language. Satan, in contrast, is presented as a particular personal being, the fallen angel (2 Corinthians 11:14-15; 1 Corinthians 5:5; James 4:7; 1 Peter 5:8). It is incorrect, therefore, to call sin Satan.
2. Yet this error leads to a more significant one. Because man became a sinner when he took of the forbidden fruit, Lee infers that he therefore took Satan into himself; his literal flesh then became the abode and embodiment of Satan. Man then became the manifestation of Satan. But again this is contrary to Scripture. It misinterprets Paul’s use of flesh as a metaphor for the sinful nature of man, making the “flesh” itself actually evil. But Paul says no such thing of our literal flesh: instead he thinks of it as morally neutral and, because it is a creation of God, generally good. He sees the flesh simply as being under the bondage of sin (Romans 7:17, 18, 24) and therefore subject to corruption (romans 8:18-23). This is what he calls the “natural body” (1 Corinthians 15:44). But flesh itself will become the “spiritual body” when it has been raised from the dead and has put on immortality (Luke 24:39; John 2:19-21; 1 Corinthians 15:44-54; Romans 8:11). The flesh is not evil and is not the manifestation of sin.
3. This error of believing flesh to be evil leads to another error, still more significant. Lee believes that Satan corrupted all men by becoming one with them, by being incarnated in them. It follows that he must believe that God can only save men by becoming one with them, which is what he wrote: “God . . . seemed to say: ‘I will also become incarnated. If Satan wrought himself into man, then let Me enter man and put man upon Myself.’”  It follows logically from Lee’s belief that Satan was incarnated in all men that God will become incarnated in all those who become Christians, and it follows that Lee would teach that the Church itself is God manifest in the flesh, as we saw before.
4. There are two parallel lines that run through Lee’s teaching about God, man, salvation, the Church, sin, and Satan:
a. First, sin and Satan are one and the same, Satan became incarnate in man at the fall, the flesh of all men is therefore Satan incarnate, the only means of redeeming men is for God to become incarnate in them instead of Satan, God first became incarnate in Christ, and through the Holy Spirit He becomes incarnate in the Church, the Body of Christ.
b. Second, God created man for the purpose of expressing Himself, man fell, the Father became the Son to be the first man in whom God was incarnate, He died, leaving Satan in the grave, and rose, becoming the Holy Spirit, the Spirit comes into believers, making them the continuation of the incarnation so that the Church is God manifest in the flesh.
5. All of this is contrary to the Word of God, for it requires that God be changing, contradicting God’s nature. It robs Christ of His uniqueness, contrary to John 3:16. It confuses sin with Satan and takes an unbiblical view of the physical body by calling it evil. It confuses saved men with God, contradicting Isaiah 43:10; Malachi 3:6; Numbers 23:19, and accepts the error proposed to Eve by Satan in Genesis 3:5.
g. Closing comments on Local Church: See how an eastern mystic mindset can corrupt what the scriptures say.  We need to be mindful of that.
Question and Answer:
Q:  What advice would you give to EE workers in the field who encounter these religions or religions that have been influenced by movements like this?
A: The first thing I would say is that we need to be careful about huge generalizations.  They end up being a violation of the ninth commandment - you shall not bare false witness.  Huge generalizations are dangerous.  We also need to humble ourselves.  We are all fallible.  We all have our errors.  Scripture is the only thing that is infallible.  If you find yourself among a people that refuse to find any fault in their teachings, be patient.  Encourage them to test all things, and hold to what is good as scripture tells us to do.  There are going to be faults, but there is also going to be good in what they believe.  So be sure to point that out too.
Q: Do you have to affirm God’s trinitarian nature to be Christian?
A: I would rather approach the Modalist mindset as something I should help someone get out of for the sake of their salvation, and then get to heaven and be surprised to see some that never got out of it, than to not take it seriously and get to heaven and see that they are in hell and I didn’t do anything to change that.  Because the Modalist theology leads to a skewed view of atonement and thereby leads to a different gospel, I would hesitate to say that those who believe it are saved.  Paul says that anyone who preaches a different gospel should be cursed.  It’s easy to think that that is hard-hearted in this day of tolerance, pluralism, and relativism, but I think it’s actually warm hearted.  I appreciate when a cultist tries to evangelize me.  It shows that they care about me.  I hope that they could recognize that the same motivation could go in the opposite direction.
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