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http://hankhanegraaff.blogspot.com

BECOME A CRI FAN ON FACEBOOK
http://www.facebook.com/bibleanswerman#/pages/Bible-Answer-Man/55979377851

On the Internet (including 24-Hour Credit Card Ordering): www.equip.org
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07 Cultic, Aberrant, or (Unconventionally) Orthodox?
A Reassessment of the “Local Church” Movement
by Elliot Miller

GOIEPKAHUE

New Religious Movements/Doctrinal Discernment: One of the largest and most dynamic
Christian movements in China, the “local churches” (LC) of Watchman Nee and Witness
Lee, planted churches in the United States beginning in the 1960s. It was greeted with
suspicion by the evangelical community, and it was not long before CRI and other
discernment ministries began labeling it heretical. But, after a six-year reevaluation, CRI
has concluded that the LC has been misunderstood and is neither cultic nor aberrant, but
merely different. Learn the reasons why in this special five-part article, along with some
valuable lessons on how to do—and not to do—discernment ministry

08 Part 1: The “Local Church” as
Movement and Source of Controversy
The LC have persevered through persecution in China and charges of cultism in the
West. Here is an overview of their history, from the conversion of Watchman Nee in
1920 to the release in 2007 of an “open letter” calling on them to withdraw three of the
teachings of Witness Lee and to renounce their use of litigation against Christians

14 Part 2: Addressing the Open Letter’s
Concerns: On the Nature of God
Witness Lee said that Jesus is both the Father and the Holy Spirit. He also denied
that he was teaching the ancient heresy of modalism. Lee’s critics insist that these
two statements are contradictory, but have they missed something in Lee’s writings
that would reconcile them?

24 Part 3: Addressing the Open Letter’s
Concerns: On the Nature of Humanity
Witness Lee taught that the culmination of God’s salvation plan is for believers to
become God. This sounds heretical, but before setting Lee’s books on fire (or adding
our names to an open letter), shouldn’t we first find out what he meant by that?

04 From the President

32 Part 4: Addressing the Open Letter’s Concerns:
On the Legitimacy of Evangelical Churches and Denominations
Witness Lee wrote that “the denominational organizations have been utilized by
Satan to set up his satanic system to destroy God’s economy of the proper church 06 Effective Evangelism
life.” By this many Christians assume Lee is claiming that only his movement has Spiritual Boot Camp
true churches and that denominational Christians are lost and outside the universal
church; but these have never been Lee’s claims

38 Part 5: Addressing the Open Letter’s 51 Ask Hank
Concerns: On Lawsuits with Evangelical Christians Are the Local Churches,
The “local church” movement has sued evangelical publishers and authors three times Founded by Watchman Nee
in the past three decades. To many evangelicals this makes the LC aggressors and the and His Protégé Witness Lee,
authors and publishers victims. Again, however, things are not as simple as they seem a Pseudo-Christian Cult?

47 The Conclusion of the Matter: We Were Wrong

48 No Longer a Heretical Threat; Now Dear Brothers and
Sisters in Christ: Why, concerning the Local Churches,
I No Longer Criticize, but Instead Commend
by Gretchen Passantino

New Religious Movements/Doctrinal Discernment: The coauthor of the first published
critique of the LC in America explains how it was possible for researchers and
ministries with well-earned reputations for accuracy to get it so wrong when it came
to the LC
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ypHaJI, KOTOPBIH BEI IEP?KHTE B CBOHMX PyKax, IPeACTABIISET

€060 Ky/IbMHUHALIHIO [IECTH/IETHETO HCC/IeI0BAHUS —

POEKTa, KAacaloLerocst ABHKEHHs1, KOTOpoe H3HAYaIbHO
6bl10 OCHOBAHO KUTAHCKUM XPUCTHAHUHOM 1o uMeHu Bouman Hu. Xots
Bouman Hu ymep 3a cBoero Meccuio B KOMMYHHCTHYECKOM Jlarepe, ero
CJIy?KeHHe He yMepJ10 BMecTe ¢ HUM. [Tl pyKOBOLCTBOM €ro rmpoTtezke
Yurnecca JIu cyxxenue u Barasaasl Hu pacnpoctpannmcs u3 Kuras o
rocynapcTam TruxookeaHcKoro pernoHa ot Cunrarypa o TarBaHs 1 B
KOHeUYHOM utore Ha 3anan. B 1962 rony JIu nepeexan B IOxHyr0
Kanmudopnuto 1 ocHOBaJ OMeCTHBIE LIePKBH U MX H3/1aTe/IbCKOe
noapaszie/ieHne — ciyxeHne «’Knupoi notok».!

Kak npesuzieHT XpHCTHAHCKOrO HCCIIEI0BATE/ILCKOrO HHCTHTYTA
(XUW), 51 ynacienopan oGu/me MHPOPMALIMH O KyJIBTaX, OKKYJIbTHBIX
Tpymnax 1 60rocoBUsX C JOKTPHHAIBHBIMU OTK/IOHEHUAMH. §1 nostaras, uto,
TIOCKOJIbKY Hallla OPraHU3aLHst CYUTAET CBOUM HOJITOM OIMPATECS Ha
KaueCTBEHHBIe ITePBUYHBIE HCCIIENI0BAHNS, MH(OPMALWSI B HALIMX apXMBaX
BepHa I10 CyTH. 3a MocJIeTHKe ABa/LATh C JIMIIHAM JIET 9TO NIPE/IOJIOKEeH e
TIOATBEPKIA/I0Ch CHOBA U cHoBa. Ho He Beerna. B cepenpne 70-x ronos
XPHCTHAHCKUH HCCIIENI0BATE/IBCKUH HHCTUTYT B COTPYIHUUYECTBE C
uccsenoBatessivu bodom u ['petuen [TaccaHTrHO npearnpyUHsI OLEHKY
TIOMECTHBIX LIePKBeH, CTaBLLYO [IePBOMCTOUHUKOM Je3UH(POPMALIH.

Ata peasbHOCTb BHILILIA Ha oBepXHOCTb B 2003 roxy, xoraa st
nonpocus ['peryen [TaccantuHo n dnrora Musiiepa, riaBHOTo
penaxropa xypHana «KprcueH pricepu IZKOPH3JI», BMeCTe CO MHOH
BCTPETHUThCS C NIPEACTaBUTENSIMU CITyKeHust «2KHBOH NOTOK». Bo Bpemst
3TOH BCTPEUH $1 yCJIbILIA aKTHBHOE TIOATBEPIKIEHHE TeX CaMblX
JIOKTPHH, KOTOPbIe TOMECTHble LepPKBH KOObI oTpuLiaan. ONHH 3a
JPYTUM CBOMMH COOCTBEHHBIMH CJIOBAMH NIPEACTABUTENH [TIOMECTHBIX
LepKBeH 3aCBUIETEbCTBOBAJIM O CBOeH Bepe B oaHoro bora,
PACKpBITOrO B TPEX JIMYHOCTSIX, KOTOPBIE BEUHO PA3/IHIHUMBbI; O
IeUCTBUTE/IBHOCTH TOTO, UTO JIFOJX HUKOTIA HE CMOTYT OHTOJIOTHYECKH
noctrub BoxecTBa; M 0 TOM (haKTe, YTO OHH «TOJBKO LIEPKOBb» B
TIPOTHBOIIOJIOKHOCTb TOMY, UTO «TOJIBKO OHH LePKOBb».

B pesymbrate 51 Hauas1 HcclleJOBaHUE, KyJbMUHALEH KOTOPOro
SIBJISIETCS] PACIIPeHHas! [IaBHas! CTaThs 3TOTO CIIELMATbHOTO H3/[aHH s
«Kpucuen pucepu LKOPH3JI». DTO OCHOBOIIO/IAraoliee Hec/IeJ0BaHHe
Gbls10 IpoBeeHo He To/1bk0 B CIIIA, HO 1 B TaKHX OTAAJIEHHBIX MeCTax,
kak Kuraii, Taiisanb, IOxuast Kopesi u Aursust. OHo BKJIOUATIO B ceOst
TIIATE/IBHYIO OLEHKY GYKBaJIbHO COTEH KHHUT, OyMar, LlepKOBHBIX
JIOKYMEHTOB U ayJHo- U BUeo3anvcer. M naxke cyne6HbIX JOKYMEHTOB .
PesyJibrat Halllero 0CHOBOIOJIATAIOLIET0 HCC/IeJ0BAHUS MOKHO
3aKJIIOUHTD B CJIEYIOLIMX TPEX c1oBax: «Mbl GBI HEMPaBhI!»

I'petuen [TaccanTHHO cKasana «s1 Gblia HellpaBa» BepyIOLIEMY B
[lanxae, KOTOPBIH CHAE] B TIOPbME CO BPeMeHH POKIEHHSI ero 10YepH U
JI0 TOTO MOMEHTA, KOTJla el HCIIOMHUIIOCh CeMHAALATh JIeT. DJIHOT
Muyiiep ckasai «s GblT HeTIpaB» 4esI0BeKY B IPOBUHLMY DyL3sHb,
KOTOPBIH B 00N CJI0KHOCTH NTPOBEJT B TIOPbME ABAMLATh YeThIPe Toj1a.
ITH cy10Ba ObLIH IPOU3HECEHBI He TIPOCTO B SMOLMOHANBHBIH MOMEHT.
Hert! Ony GblitH TpoH3HECeHE! T10C/Ie MHOTHX JIET TPYI0EMKOro
MePBUYHOTO UCCIeN0BaHHSI.

XoT$ MeK/ly HAMH Y [IOMECTHBIMH LIEPKBSIMH CYILECTBYIOT
3HAUKTe/bHbIE JOKTPHHAJIBHbIE PA3/IHUHs KAcaTeJbHO BTOPOCTENEHHBIX
BOMPOCOB, TAKUX KaK ACMeKThl 3cxaTosioruu (mMost kuura «Kox
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Mpbi1 ObLIN HENPaBbI!

Anoka/uricncas CBUAETENBCTBYET 00 3TOM), KOT/Id 18J10 JOXOHUT 10
OCHOBHOH XPHCTHAHCKOH JIOKTPHUHBI — TeX CaMbIX JOKTPHH, 32 KOTOpbIe
MyUeHHKH TPOJIMBA/H CBOIO KPOBb, — 3JI€Ch Mbl CTOMM I1JIEYOM K IIJIeUy.

XPUCTHAHCKUH UCCIIeI0BATEIbCKUHA HHCTHUTYT He TIePBbIH pa3
crankuBaetcs co criopamu. «IIpo6nema 2000 ropa» (Y2K) —
KJIaCCHUeCKHH IpuMep 3Toro. [naBHas crates «Kpucuen prucepu
mKopHaI» 1999 rona HasbiBasnach «PaszBeHuanue c60s ThicsiYeeTHS». B
pesyJibTaTe HaC Ha3BaM «CJIeMaMH, He BUASIIMMH UCTHHEI» HIIH
«KPYTJILIMH HEeBEXKIaMHU», TEMH, KTO, I0J0GHO CTpaycy, NpsueT roJIoBY B
necok. Korzia B paguonepenaue «3HaTok Brubmmu» st perooKuI, 4ro
«rpobsiema 2000 roga» He BOUIET naxe B NECATKY BaXKHEHLINX COOBITHH
2000 rona, MeHst OOBUHUJ/IN B PaClpOCTPAHEHHH CAMOYCIIOKOEHHOCTH B
teste XpuctoBoM. OfMH PaIHOKOMMEHTATOP JOLIEN 0 TOTO, YTO 3asIBUI,
4TO Ha MOMX PyKax OyleT KPOBb MU/IJIHOHOB XPUCTHAH, IOTOMY 4TO 51
pacrpocTpaHsi/i CaMOyCIIOKOEHHOCTh B TeJie XPUCTOBOM. S BbIHEC rHEB
XPHUCTHAHCKHX PUBPATHUKOB, KOTOPbIE MPOJaBa/IH 3aMOPOKEHHbIE
MPOIYKTHI ¥ aBapHIHbIE KOMILIEKTHI CPEJICTB KHU3He0obeCTedeH s, 1
MPUX02KaH, KOTOPBIE GBIM aOCOJIOTHO YBEPEHBI, UTO UX PYKOBOAUTENH
— 0COGEHHO Te, KTO 00J1aJ1aeT NOTUTHIECKUMH CBSI3SIMH, — [IPOCTO He
MOTYT OLIHOATCS B TAKOM BaKHEHIIIEM BOIIPOCE.

Jlpyroii BaxKHbIH criop Kacascsi BeemupHolt Lepksu boxxbeit
Tep6epra Apmctponra. §1 mpekpacHO MOMHIO Criop, BO3HUKIIHH B 90-x
rojiax, Korua st Hadas BCTpPeyaThesi ¢ pyKOBOAUTENIMY LiepkBH. Ho B
1994 rony «KpucueH prcepd 1:KOpH3JI» U pagHoInporpamMmma «3HaToK
bubamu» nmesu yecTb nepBbIMU MyOIUYHO 00bSIBUTD, UTO BeemupHast
1epKOBb BOXKbsT BeTasa Ha My Thb, IPAKTHIECKH HEBUIAHHBIN B
LIePKOBHOH UCTOPHUH, — IyTh, KOTOPBIH BBIBEJI MX U3 LIAPCTBA KYJIbTOB B
LapeTBo XpUcToBo . Kpome Toro, st nMest 6/1aroc/ioBeH|e HarnucaTh
npeauciosue K kaure Jlxxoseda Tkaua, npesunenTa BeemypHol LiepkBr
Boxbet, «[Ipeo6pasoBanue ncTHHON». CerogHs OH He IIPOCTO MOH
JOPOTOH IPYT, HO ¥ MOH OpaT B XPHUCTE, COBEPLIUBIINH MEPEXOA OT
KyJibTa K XpHCTY.

B e 11y Hatle cay:keHHe OblI0 ITyOOKO PU3HATENBHO 33 APYKOY
U TIOJ/IEPKKY, OKasaHHble «L1epKBH BO3POKAEHHBIX» CO CTOPOHbI
sKcrepra no Kysbram gokropa Py Takep, Jasuna Heddpa us
KypHana «KpucunanuTu Tynsi», THX00KeaHCKOro yHUBEpCHUTETa B
Asyse, @ys1epoBCKOi ceMUHAPHH U KoJuTeka PrumkeHT. Bmecte Mbl
ToJIaraJIy, 4To ec/ii bor cMor U3MeHHTh HarpaBJ/IeHHe LeJI0ro
IBKEHMNS], I3MEHUB CEP/ILa €r0 PYKOBOAHTE/IEH, TO Mbl HE MOXKEM
npeacTaBuTh cebe, uTo elé OH CMOXKET CleaTh, eC/TH Mbl OyIeM
TIOCTOSIHHO BEPHBL.

Jlxxo3ed Tkau ro 6saropatu Bokbell cMor NpoUsHeCTH c/oBa:
«Mbel GblH Henpaskl!» Tenepb Mbl IPOM3HOCHM Te 2Ke CJIOBA
MPUMEHUTE/IBHO K HallleH MO3ULMH B oTHoLIeHHH Boumana Hu,
Yurrecca JIu 1 noMecTHBIX LepKBeH.

3a 370 3am/aueHa BeIcOKas LieHa. Harlia uecTHOCTB 0Kasasach 1moj
BOIIPOCOM, MOTHBbI — II0CTaBJIEHBI 10/l COMHEHHE, 1 [I0C/IeN0BaIA XYJIa.
B pesysbrate nonuep:xka oxkasasnach 1oy yrpo3oi. [lono6Hble
0OBHHEHHS 1 CJIBIIAJ THICSYY pa3. Kak moryT cembrecsiT
pyKoBonuTeJiel, noanucasLux «OTKPBITOe MUCbMO» (CM. OCHOBHYIO
CTaThbi0), IPU3BABLUUE IOMECTHbIE LEPKBH IPU3HATH CBOM JOKTPHHbI U
MPAKTHKHM JIO?KHBIMH, ObITh HerpaBbl? KoHeuHo, uectnocts XHH
0Ka3aJ1ach IOJL yTPO30H.



[Tocpenu 310l CMYTEI 51 HATOMHHJ CBOMM
COTPYIHHKAM, UTO CJIy?KEHHe — 3TO He MeCTO JJIst
COCT$I3aHHMS B TOMyJIsipHOCTH. Borpoc He B
pasmepe miatopmel. M He B
MO TKOPPEKTHOCTH. [ /1aBHBIM 06pa3oM Mbl
JlelaeM To, UTO fiesiaeM, nomomy umo Hemuna —
npesicde sceeo!

Kaxyto 6kl LieHy MbI HH 3aIJIaTH/IH, OHA
MepKHeT I10 CPaBHEHHIO C TeM, UTO MepeHeca
roHuMast iepkoBb B Kntae u 1o Bcemy mupy.
OnHazk/pl 5Ta peaslbHOCTb OTIeYaTaNach y MeHs B
pasyme HaBekd. OHa KMTAsIHKA C OCJIENTUTENbHON
YJIBIOKOH TOJIBKO UTO 3aKOHYHJIA PACCKA3BIBATb O
CBOEM TIOPEMHOM 3aKJIIOUeHHH 13-32 TOTO, YTO
OHa YHTaJIa 3aNPEIEHHbIH MaTepras Ha
3arnperéHHOM cobpanuy. Hu Haméka Ha xasocTb
K cebe. JIuib cusiHUe nocenoBaresns Xpucra,
KOTOPBIH MTePeXKMJT PeabHOCTb MOJIHHHOTO
HOBO3aBeTHOro XpucruaHcTBa. Korna ona
3aKOHYHJIA, OHa M06,1aroapyia MeHst 3a TO, 4To s
CTOI0 32 HCTHHY HeB3upast Ha LieHy. Hukorna s e
4qyBCTBOBAJ ceOst oJiee HeIOCTOHHO. Beé, ¢ uem 51
CTOJIKHYJICSI, MEPKHET 110 CPABHEHHIO C TeM, UTO
BbIHEC/TH OHA H MHOTHE TIOJI0GHEIE eH.

BoaMozkHO, HET IPYTHX TPEX CJIOB, KOTOPBIE
TaK CHJIbHO 3aCTPEBAIOT Y HAC B ropJle, KakK CJI0Ba:
«§1 6bL1 HerpaB». OHAKO, €C/IH CITyXKeHHe
TpefaHo NPUHLKNY «omomy umo Hemuna —
npedxcde 8ce2o», Mbl He TIPOCTO FOTOBbI
TIPOU3HECTH 3TH CJIOBA, & 00SI3aHbI 3TO ClIE/1ATb.
— Xouk Xaneepaagh

I Tockosbky y Boumana Hu e Gbls10 HaMepeHHst OCHOBBIBATb HOBYIO
LIePKOBb KaK JBHKeHHe /M IeHOMHHALMIO ¥ TOCKOJIBKY OH CUHTall
ce0st «TIPOCTO GPAaTOM», a He TACTOPOM HJIH PYKOBOJHTE/IEM, He
6b1/10 OPHLMANBHOK TIepeJiayy «BJacTH» 0T Hu K Komy-u6o eé.
TTosToMy Beer/ia GbIIH HEKOTOPbIE, KTO OTPHIIA/ 3aKOHHOCTD
pykoBozcTBa JIi U KTO B IEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH GblJl He COrJIACeH ¢
NoHHMaHHeM YutHeccoM JIu yuenuit Boumana Hu. Met
HCCJIENIOBAIH STH a/lbTePHATHBHbIE HHTEPIIPETALMH H PAa3BUTHS
yuenuil Hu 1 He cunraem, uro Mexxny Hu u Jlu cymectsyer
3HAUMUTEJIbHOE PA3IHyKe; TaAKKe HeT yﬁe}lVITeﬂbelX JlI0Ka3aTeJsbCTB
Toro, uto Hu u JIu mpeAcTaBasioT pasudHble Y4eHH s Wi
Pas/IMuHble BbIPAXKeHH s LIePKBH.

2 davor Mussep u I'peryen [TaccanTrHo, yuacTBOBABLLIHE B
M3Haua/IbHOM HcC/Ie10BaHuH B 70-X rofiax, Jyullie, 4yeM KT0-THG0
JIPYTOH, MOTJIM OLEHHTD ero HefocTaTkH. Bo6 Ilaccantuno ymep B
Hosiope 2003 roja 1 MOTOMY He CMOT y4aCTBOBATh B HelaBHEM
uccsenosanny. OHAKO Mepest cBoel CMepPThIO OH COTIACHJICS CO
CBOEH JKEHOH M TOBAPHILEM I10 CJTy»KeHHIo, [petuen, uto
HEe0OXO0MMa MepeoLieHKa | UTO OHa, CKOpee BCero, J0KaXeT, uTo
M3Hava/IbHOe Hcc/lefloBaHue GbLIO B JyUIlleM cllyyae HerloJIHbIM, a B
XyJILIEM — OTKPOBEHHO HETOYHBIM.

3 Jlkosed Tkau. «ITpeodpasosanne ucruxoit» (Sisters, OR:
Multnomah Books, 1997), 54.
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he gospel is at the heart of the Christian faith. If

Christians do not know how to share their faith, they

have probably never been to “boot camp.” The gospel
should be so much a part of you that presenting it becomes
second nature. Here’s an easy way to do just that.

The first step involves developing a relationship with an
unbeliever. This includes using your personal testimony as a
bridge into sharing the good news of the gospel. This is the
inverse of grabbing somebody by the lapels and shouting,
“Brother, are you saved?”

After a relationship is established, you can move
naturally into a presentation of the gospel using the alliterated
words realize, repent, and receive.

First, according to Scripture, people need to realize
that they are sinners. If we do not realize that we are
sinners, we will not recognize our need for a savior. The
Bible says we “all have sinned and fall short of the glory
of God” (Rom. 3:23).

Furthermore, one must repent of their sins. Repentance is
an old English word that describes a willingness to turn from
sin toward Jesus Christ. It literally means a complete U-turn
on the road of life—a change of heart and a change of mind.
It means having a willingness to follow Jesus and receive Him
as Savior and Lord. Jesus said, “Repent and believe the good
news!” (Mark 1:15).

Finally, true belief means a willingness to receive. To truly
receive is to trust in and depend on Jesus Christ alone to be
the Lord of our lives here and now and our Savior for all
eternity. It takes more than knowledge (the Devil knows
about Jesus). It takes more than agreement that the
knowledge we have is accurate (the Devil agrees that Jesus is
Lord). What it takes is trust in Jesus Christ alone for eternal
life. The requirements for eternal life are based not on what
we can do but on what Jesus Christ has done. He stands
ready to exchange His perfection for our imperfection.

According to Jesus Christ, those who realize they are
sinners, repent of their sins, and receive Him as Savior and
Lord are “born again” (John 3:3)—not physically, but
spiritually. And with this spiritual birth must come growth.

Because we are called to make disciples, not converts, we
also need to be equipped to lead those who receive Christ as
Savior and Lord through the basic steps of discipleship and
growth as new believers.

Consider what would happen if every evangelical
Christian led just one person to faith in Christ each year. If we
began with only twelve committed Christians and each of
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Spiritual Boot Camp

them led one person to Christ and discipled that person, next
year there would be twenty-four believers. If each of them in
turn led one person to Christ and discipled that person, the
third year there would be forty-eight believers. If this process
continued, it would take less than thirty years to evangelize
the six billion or more people alive today on planet Earth! If
in the same time frame the population doubled, it would take
only one additional year.!

Many people today run from church to church in search
of the ultimate experience. No experience, however, can
compare with that of the Holy Spirit working through you in
the process of bringing someone to a saving knowledge of the
Lord Jesus Christ—Hank Hanegraaff

Hank Hanegraaff is president of the Christian Research
Institute and host of the Bible Answer Man broadcast heard
daily throughout the United States and Canada. For a list of
stations airing the Bible Answer Man, or to listen online, log
on to Www.equip.org.

1 I first heard a version of this illustration in 1980 while going through the Evangelism
Explosion training process. The statistical illustration is pertinent even though it is not meant
to convey that everyone who is evangelized will become a believer.



KyJsbT, 1BH2KEHHUE C OTKJIOHEHHUSMH
1K (HeTpaIULIMOHHO)
OPTOJIOKCAJIbHOE IBHKEHHE ?
[lepeolienka nprxeHus
«[lomecTHas iepKOBBL»

Anuott Munnep

a miKe «1euzkenus Mucyca» B Hauase 70-x

TOfI0B MOJT0fIast XKeHlHa 13 CeBepHOH
Kamgopruu, HeflaBHO opaTtuBLiasics K XpUCTY, IONydHIa
TIPHIVIALICHHE Ha COOPaHHe XPHCTHAH, KOTOPbIE HasblBa/H ceOs
«LIepKOBBIO» B eé ropose. Koraa uiieHbl rpymniiel HAYa
[OKJIOHATHCS, 3TY HOBYHO XPUCTHAHKY 00€CIIOKOM/IA PAKTHKA
TPYIIIbl «<MOJIMTBEHHO YUTaTh» [IHCcaHKe U «IIPU3bIBATh UMSI
[ocriopa», BO BpeMst KOTOPBIX MOKJIOHSIOIIMECS TPOMKO YHTAJH U
MOBTOPSIIU CTUXHU U3 [TrcaHus 1 aKLEHTHPOBAIN UX TAKUMU
BOCKJIMLAHUSIMH, KakK «AMuHb!», «Ammuinyis!» u «O Focrops!
Awvunb! Anmuiyiis!» [Tocste Toro Kak KTo-To B COOpaHUH
TNIPOBO3IVIACKIL: «f UyBCTBYIO C/IMSIHME UeJIOBEUeCKHX LyXOB!»,
MOJIOZAs! XKeHILMHA 6POCHIAch K IBEPH, 00SICh, UTO HATOJIKHY1aCh
Ha coOpaHHue KyJ/IbTa WK aXKe CIIUPUTHUECKHH CeaHC.

DTOT 3MHU30[1, PACCKA3aHHBIA OIHAM MOMM CTapblM IPYToM,
MI0Ka3bIBAET HeJIENoe TPeHHE, CYLECTBOBABIIEE MEXY 3anaIHbIMU
€BaHTeJIMCTAMH U IBHXKEHHEM «[IOMeCTHBIX Hepksei» (ITLL)!,
ocHoBaHHbIM B Kntae Boumanom Hu 1 npiBe3éHHbIM B AMepHKY B
1962 rony copabornrkom Hu Yurneccom JIu. Mx HeoGbuHast
(hopMa MOKJIOHEHHS, HEOObIYHbIE JOKTPUHBI X TEPMUHOJIOTHS
(Hanpumep «cMsiHKE» ), TyGOKast IPeaHHOCTh cry2KeHusM Hu u
JIu ¥ cHJIIbHOE KHTaHCKOe BIHSIHHE, OUEBHUIHOE 1aXKe B 3aMaHbIX
aBaHIOCTaX ABMXKEHHsI, — BCE 3TO HATAJKHUBAJIO HA MBIC/Ib, YTO 3Ta
TpyIIa B JIy4llieM cjydae CTpaHHasi, a B XY/ILLeM — 3TO €Pech UK
KyJIbT. JIJI1 MHOTHMX €BaHTEe/IUCTOB 3TH HauaslbHblE [IOJ03PEHHUST Ha
TEPBBIN B3I TOJIBKO MOATBEPIKAAMHICH, KOTA OHH H3Yyydaily
aurepatypy 1L nim pasroBapyBasy ¢ UX YjleHaMH, HOCKOJIBKY Y
HHX CO3/1aBaJIoCh BrieyatT/ieHHe, YTo Te MPUIePKUBAKOTCS
HEOPTOIOKCAIbHBIX TOKTPHH, TaKUX Kak MogammsM (Bor — 310
OJIHa JIMUHOCTH B TPEX (hopMax, a He TPH JIUYHOCTH B OTHOM
CyLIECTBE), IPH 3TOM OTPHILIAs], YTO NIPUIEPKHUBAIOTCS HX.

XpHCTHAHCKMH HccaenoBaTebeKuil naeTutyT (XHH),
U3JAIOLIMH 3TOT »KyPHaJI, He IIEPBBIA Pa3 CTANKUBAETCS C ITUM
criopoM. Bmecte ¢ «[IpoekToM MpOTHB AYXOBHBIX (haJIbLIMBOK»
(«3c-Cu-TTu») B Bepktw, wt. Kamugpoprus, B cepeaune 1 Korue 70-
X TOJI0B Mbl CPE/I MIEPBBIX MIPOBEJIH UCCIeJ0OBAHHE U OMYOIHKOBAIN
matepuan o [TLI. XoTs Mbl 0TKa3anKMch Ha3BaTh UX KyJbTOM?, Hallla
B BBICILIEH CTENEHH KPUTHUECKAs OLeHKa ObliIa IPHUHATA BO
BHHMaHHE U LUTHPOBa/IaCh MHOTOYHCJIEHHBIMH NT03IHUMU
KPUTHKAMU, MHOTHE U3 KOTOPbIX HE CTECHSIUChH HCII0JIb30BATh
«CJIOBO Ha GYKBY ,,K"“»°.

Onnako B 2003 rony Mbl IPUHSIY IPUTIALLIEHIE

pykoBoautesel [1L] BCTYmUTb ¢ HUMU B IUAJIOT 00 UX YOEXKIEHUSIX.
3a HeCKOJIbKO MOCJIEAYIOLIHX JIET Mbl 0GHAPYKUJIH, YTO IIyOOKO
olM6aUCh B OTHOLIEHUH HEKOTOPBIX U3 UX yueHUi. Kpome Toro,
TocJTe HeCKOJTbKUX Moe3noK Ha JlaabHni BocTok Mbl y3HAIH, UTO
3TO IBM2KEHHE TIPE/ICTaB/IsIeT BaXKHYI0 padoty bora B 3ToM
peruoHe, KOTOpPOH CHJIbHO MOMelllasa Hallla JTUTepaTypa, a Takke
JIUTepaTypa IPYrux 3anaaHblX aHTHKYJIbTOBbBIX CJIyKEHUH.
[TosToMy Lie/1b 9TOH CTATbH U3 MATH YaCTEH COCTOUT B TOM,
4TOOBI IPEICTABUTH CBeXYI0 pelieHsuo asrkenus [1L1. ITocse Toro
KaK Mbl KDATKO PACCMOTPHM HX HCTOPHIO KaK IBHXKEHHS U KaK
HCTOYHHKA CIIOPOB, Mbl OAPOOHO U MPUCTATBHO PACCMOTPHM TO,
YTO CIpaBelIMBO MOXKHO HAa3BaTh UEThIPbMSI OCHOBHBIMH
HCTOYHUKAMHU 00€CIIOKOEHHOCTH, KOTOPYIO BbIPA3HJIH €BaHT€TUCThI
B otHoweHuu [1L1. Onu 6blmn KpaTko npenctasiaensl B 2007 rony B
«OTKpbITOM NHCbMe», afpecoBanHoM [ 1L 1 moamrcanHOM 60JIBLIAM
YHCJIOM eBaHTeIbCKUX GOTOCTIOBOB, all0JIOTETOB ¥ PYKOBOIUTE/EH.
3areM Mbl TOJBEIEM HTOT U OLIEHHUM, Kakoe MecTo 3aHuMatoT [1L] mo
OTHOILIEHHIO K HCTOPUUECKOH OPTOIOKCHH U K G0JIee LIHPOKOMY
XPUCTHAHCKOMY coo0luecTBY. M HakoHell, Mbl TOCMOTPUM Ha GoJee
IIMPOKYIO KAPTHUHY: YTO CTOUT Ha KOHY B AISALLEMCS IeCATUNIETUS
criope BoKpyr LI 1 4To Mbl MO2KeM NPHOOPECTH, PAa3PELLIUB ero?

1 JlBHKeHHe «[IOMeCTHbIX LiepKBei» BHELIHHe 4acTo Ha3blBaloT «[loMecTHOM LepKOBbIO»; HO, XOTSI
HCII0/Ib30BATb 9TO Ha3BaHHe JIs 0003HaUeHHs! STOH IPYIIIbI yI0GHO, OHO He COBCEM TOUHO. DTO
JBIDKEHHE He PHCBaNBaIo ceGe HUKAKOro (hopMabHOr0 Ha3BaHMsl H3-3a CBOETO JKeJIaHHsl
CJIe[I0BaTh HOBO3aBETHOMY 00paslly, KOTOPbIH COCTOMT B TOM, YTO BEPYIOLIHE 10 OTE/IbHOCTH
HA3bIBAIOTCS] XPHCTHAHAMH, 4 COGUPATEIHO — LEPKOBbIO (BCe/ICHCKOI) HIIH LIEPKOBBIO B
onpefiesEHHOM ropogie. Beé ocranbHoe cuntaetcst pasjesieHrneM. OHY 4acTO Ha3bIBAIOT CBOE
JIBHUXKEHHEe «I‘ocno;mnm BOCCTAHOBJIEHHEM», HO [I/I1 IPOCTOTHI 31€Ch 5 6y[1y HUCI0/Ib30BaTh TEPMHH
«rnomecTHble 1epkBH» uH «[1L1». OHK H3BeCTHBI He TOMBKO Kak «[ToMecTHast IepKOBb» U Ha
Bocroke, 1 Ha 3anajie; MX Tak:ke HasbiBa/lH «MaJlbIM CTaJloM» B paHHHe TOJbl, KOTla OHH ObLIH
1noj pykoBocTBoM Boumana Hu, u «kKprKyHaMu» HCK/IIOUHTENBHO B KnTae. dnuTeT «KPUKYHBI»
6l BBeséH B Hauaste 80-x ronos IlaTproTHueckiM ABHKeHHeM «TpoiiHast He3aBHCHMOCTb» B
npoBuHLKK UK3L3sH, uTOObI 0AaBHTD AesiTesbHocTh [TLL (Kak OHHM X0TesH caesaTh co Bcemu
XPUCTHAHCKHMH [PYIIAMH, KOTOPble 0TKA3a/IHCh [IPUCOEAMHUTBCS K HX JBHKeHHI0). Co
BpeMeHeM Ha3BaHHe «KPHKYHbI» CTa/I0 HCIIO/Ib30BAThCS KUTAHLAMH JUIst 0003HaUeHHS BCeX
YJIEHOB JIOMAIIHHUX LlEpKBeljl, B TO BpeM# KaK HEKOTOPbIe UCIOMb3YIOT €ro AJs 0603HaYEHH s
MaJIeHbKHX OTCTYMHHYECKHX IPYTI, KOTOPbIe yTBePKAIOT, UTO SBJSAIOTCS M0C/Ie0BaTe MM
Yurnecca JIn, Ho otkosoaHch oT o6utenws ¢ 1L i uckaxkator bubsauio u yuenus JIu, craHoBsiCh
npu 5ToM KyJbToM. Otoxkaectsiienue I1L1 ¢ nocienneit rpynmnoi «kpuKyHoB» mpuaunuiIo [TL[
HENPUATHOCTH B MX B3aUMOOTHOLLIEHHSAX C BJAACTAMH.

2 CHavana Mbl ONHCA/IH MX KaK IPYTITY, «AMeIOIyI0 TPU3HAKHU KYJIbTa»; 3TO 03HAYasI0, UTO TeM
CaMBbIM Mbl CYHTAJIH UX IPYTITOH, COCTOSIILEH U3 XPUCTHAH, KOTOPasl MMeeT YePThl, CBOMCTBEHHbIE
KysbTy. B KoHeuHOM HTore Mbl cTasu HasbiBaTh 1L «XpHCTHAHCKOH IPYNIOH, UMeloLIeH
GorociioBHe ¢ JOKTPHHAJBbHBIMH OTKJIOHEHUAMM».

3 Cwm. nanpumep, Ronald Enroth, The Lure of the Cults (Chappaqua, NY: Christian Herald Books,
1979); Salem Kirban, Satan’s Angels Exposed (Huntington Valley, PA: Salem Kirban Inc., 1980);
Bob Larson, Larson’s Book of Cults (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House Publishers, 1983); Jerram
Barrs, Freedom and Discipleship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1983).
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YACTD 1:




IEPKOBb» KaK
TOUHHUK CIIOPOB




11 KaK IBHKeHHe HAUMHAETCA ¢
00palleHNs CrocoBHOTO W TTOAAIOUIETO HaleXK bl
ceMHaUIaTHIeTHeTo toHomn o umern Hur Tomen (1903-1972 rr.)
B Oywkoy (nposunmus Oyrasus, Kuran). «Bouvam» {«Crpax»)
Hu (oH cTan U3BeCTeH MO/l 5TUM UMEHEM) 0T BCEro cepiia
MOCBSATHI CBOK XU3HL cy»keHuw ['ocnoay. To, uro Hu He
TIOTYYU B 06pa30BaTENbHBIX VUPEKIeHHSIX, OH BOIMECTUI 3 CUET
HEHACBITHOTO UTEHHS BCEX XPUCTHAHCKUX KHUT, KaKHe OH TOJMBKO
MOT JIOCTATh, U 3a CUET JIHYHOTO MePeKUBAHUSA eBaHTETHIMA U
HacaxkeHHs nepkBerd. Hu npro6pén penyraimio uenoBexa,
KOTODBIH [1yBOKO BU/le/l BHYTPEHHIOK XPUCTUAHCKYHO XKHU3HB U
HOBO3aBETHYIO LIEPKOBHYIO XKH3Hb, YTO OH M BbIPA3UJI Yepe3 KHUTH
U JKypHaJIbl, KOTOpbIe OH W3aaBad nocJe nepeesna B [1lanxail B
1927 rony.

OnHYM U3 PEBHOCTHBIX KUTAHCKUX XPUCTHAH, MOJMYYaBLINX
MOMOILb U3 My6arKami Hu, 6611 Mosioo# uesioBek 1o nmMeHu JIu
Yanwoy (1905-1997 rr.), KoTOpBIi cTasn HasbiBaThes YuTHecc JIu.
JIu Beipoc Kak FOxkHbI# GanTueT! 1 JTHYHO NPHHST XpHUCTa KakK
coero Cniacuress B 1925 rony. Jlu npurnacui Hu npuexats u
BBICTYNUTH B 1933 rofy B 1IepKBH, KOTOPYIO OH HaCaIHJI B CBOEM
poxHoM ropoze Yudy, 1, xesast, 4Tobbl ero clIyKeHue OblIo
TIOJTHOCThIO CKOOPIUHHUPOBAHO HJIH «ObIJIO €MHO» CO CITYKEHHEM
Hu, o nepeexas B [1lanxaii B KOHLE TOrO ke roja.

B nocnenytouine roapl Hu Hanucan MHOro KHUT W IPOBOAMI
perynsipHble KOH(epeHUMH U 00y4Y€eHHUs /15 LIEPKOBHBIX
paboruukos. Hu, JIu n npyrie paboTHHKM HACaIU/IN LEPKBH 110
Bcemy Kurato n FOro-Boctouno#t Asuu; Ko BpeMeHH
KOMMYHHUCTHYeCKOH peBoJtiolrd B 1949 rony ux HacuuThIBAIOCH MO
MeHblIIeH Mepe 1IeCTbCOT. DTO OBIIO HCTHHHO MECTHOE KHTAHCKOe
JIBU2KEHHE, KOTOPOE CTaJI0 U3BECTHO /1S BHEILHHUX Kak «Maioe
ctano» (OTOMY UTO OHM e/ TMMHBI M3 CGOpPHMKA THMHOB
[TnumyTckux Bpatbes «MMHBI 17151 MAJIOTO CTaaa»); OHH fe/1aTH
aKLEeHT Ha 3HaHWM XPHUCTa, OCHOBAHHOM Ha MepeXXHBaHUHU, Ha
MOCBSILLEHHOH 2KH3HH U Ha BOCCTAHOBJIEHHH HOBO3aBETHOTO
o6pasla NoMecTHOH LIePKBH.

KopHu B MNnumyTckux Bpatbsax
MHorue U3 uel 5Toro IBUKeHHs], TakKhe KaK MHOXKeCTBEHHOCTb
CTapeHIInH KaK coOMpaTesbHOr0 «[1acTopa» MOMECTHOH LePKBH,
yrpasaHeHue pa3iuuli MeX1y 1yXOBEHCTBOM U MUPSHAMH U
TNOKJ/IOHEHHe, CKOHLIEHTPUPOBaHHOe Ha ['ocriofHe! Tparnese,
Oblau B3AThl Y 3akpbiTeix ([LaumyTckux) Bpatbes, ¢ KoTOpbIMH
mupoxo obuanuck u Hu, u JIu. Ognaxko Hu cunran paspenenus,
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KoTopble OH HabJstonan cpenu bpaTbeB, nmpoTrBOpeUallUMU
Bubsinu, U MosTOMY, Hllla HOBO3aBETHOH MOUBBI A/151 €AMHCTBA
BEPYIOLLIUX, OH PAa3BUJ MbIC/Ib O TOM, YTO B OTHOM TOPOJIE
JIOJDKHA OBbITh TOJIBKO OIHA LIEPKOBb, HE3aBUCHMAs OT OCTAJIbHbIX
MOMECTHBIX [IePKBeH, IeHOMHHALNEH, MUCCHOHEPCKHUX COBETOB U
TaK fanee. X0Ts 3Ta MbICJIb [OSIBU/IACH C LEJbIO TTOAEPKAHUS
€IUHCTBA, OHA 0KA3a/1aCb CaMbIM CIIOPHBIM 3/JIEMEHTOM B
orroweHuu [111, TOCKOMBKY 10 CYTH OHA SIB/ISETCS
aHTH/IEHOMHHALMOHHON U OTBEpPraeT MpaBo Ha CYLIeCTBOBAHHE
JIOO0U 1IePKBU, KOTOpast COOMpaeTcsi Ha I060M OCHOBAHHUH,
MOMHUMO MeCTHOCTH, X0Ts [1L] ¥ IpUHUMAIOT BCeX XPUCTHAH KaK
MOMJMHHBIX neTell Boxkpux (cM. uactb 4).

Korza K B1acTH NpuILIIM KOMMYHHCTBI, HAUa/l0Ch CHJIbHOE
ronenue Ha [111, u Hu B 1952 ropy okasasicsi B TFOpbMe, IJie OH
yMep nBaauath jet crycts. Hu nocsan JIn Ha TaiiBanb, 4To6bI
006ecreynThb BbKHBAHNE IBHXKEHHST 1 HOBO3AaBETHBIX HCTHH,
KOTOpbIE OHU «BOCCTAHOBHJIH».

Ha TaiiBaHe nBr:KeHHe BLIPOC/IO 0 LIECTHACCATH NATH
LlepKBeli 1 IBaILATH ThICAY YHACTBYIOLIMX «CBATHIX> (TepMHH,
KoTopbli npennountarot [1L1 1151 0603Hayenus Bepyromux) B 1955
rony?. JIu B3sin Gpasiibl pyKOBOACTBA B CBOU PYKH, XOTsI HEKOTOPbIE
PYKOBOJMTE/IN U LIEPKBH, ObIBILIKeE YacThio aBrxkeHuss Hu «Maioe
CTaj0», TaK U He «CTan eIUHbIMU» ¢ JIu, Kak JIu Obut enun ¢ Hu,
UMEHHO M3 YCT 9THX JIIOJeH BllepBble NPo3Byyasno oOB1HeHue JIu B
epecH .

In BepéT paBUXeHMe panblue
B teuenue storo nepuona JIu 6osee nosHO pa3BuU/I HEKOTOPbIE
y4eHHs], TIPUCYTCTBOBABLINE B CayKeHHH Hu, Takue Kak causiHie
Bora u uesnoBeka , Xpucroc Kak »KUBOTBOpAILMHA Jlyx (uto
TOBJIEK/I0 OOBUHEHHE B MOJIAIU3Me — CM. YacTh 2) U MOHUMaHUe
uepksu Kak Hosoro Mepycanuma, a Takxke 1yXoBHble MPAKTHKH,
TaKMe KaK MOJIMTBOYTEHHE U NpHU3biBaHKUe nMeHH ['ocriona. Beé ato
ObIJTO TIPEICTAB/IEHO KaK HOBble OTKPOBEHHS — He B TOM CMBICJIE,
YTO 3TA HOBAsl HCTHHA BBIXOAUT 3a rpaHulbl bubsun, a B ToM, 4to
9Ta 6ubselickas UCTHHA Obl1a yIylleHa U3 BUAa, U 4To Tenepb Jyx
PACKPbLA 3TO, U UTO LIEPKOBb BOCCMAH08UAQ 9T0°. [ToaTomy
JIBU2KEHHE 4acTo Ha3biBaeT ce6si «[ 0crogHNM BOCCTaHOB/IEHHEMY,
TMIOCKOJIbKY OHH PacCMaTpHBAIOT cest KaK 4acTb OCTOSHHOTO
BOCCTaHOBJIEHHs] OMOJIEHCKON UCTHHBI /151 Hapona boxbero,
KOTOpOe Hauaznoch 10 Pedopmaimn, mponoskanoch Bo BpeMst
npoTecTaHTckod Pecpopmaliuy 1 gajiee BIIOTh 10 CJIy?KEHHS
Boumana Hu u YurHecca JIu.



BocTok BcTpeyaeTca ¢ 3anagom
B 1958 roxy Jlu npuexan B Coenuuénnete LlItaTsl 1 BCTpeTHIICS €
rpynno# Bepyroumx B Jloc-AHmKenece, y KOTOPLIX ObLI OO 10
TepeXKMBaHHIO HOBO3aBETHOM LIEPKBH. JI1 ocTaBasics B 00LIEHHH ¢
HuMH, 1 B 1962 rony on nepeexan B Jloc-AHmKesec, noJarasi, uto
['ocrionp MOBEN ero pacrpoCTPaHsTh «BOCCTAHOBJIEHHE» B
Coenunénnbix rarax.

K 1969 rony «mnomecTHble 1epKBH» yKe Obtk B KanudopHuu,
Heuio-Mopke 1 Texace, Ho 60Jblast 4acTh CTPAHbI He Gblia
3aTpoHyTa IBH:KeHHeM. JIu Havas y4uTh, uto B [lesHnsax
LIePKOBHA$! JKU3Hb PACIIPOCTPAHSIACh YePe3 MUTPALHIO, U TO3TOMY
rpynmnbl yieHoB [11] Hauam nepeesxath B pas/anuHble YacTH
CTpaHbl U BO3/IBUTraTh LEPKBH TaM. Y UHUThIBASE B3PbIB «IBHKEHHS
Hucyca» B 70-x rogax, MHOrHe HI€ANTUCTHUECKH HACTPOEHHbIE
MOJIOZIBIE JIFO/IY, PABHO KaK M IyXOBHO FOJIO/IHBIE JIFO/IM CTapLIEro
TIOKOJIEHH$1, HCKa/K OOJIBLIET0 MepeKUBaHus XPHUCTa, a TaKKe
HOBO3aBETHOU LiepPKBH, 103ToMy psiabl [1L1 pocsu 1 onu cTanu
3aMeTHbI CPeIM XPUCTHAH BO MHOTHX FOPOJAX 110 BCEM
Coenuuénnpi [raram. Llepksu Tak:ke ObIA BO3IBUTHYTHI B
KaHaze 1 Ha BceX KOHTHHEHTaX.

B 70-x ropax TakKe NOSIBUJIMCH CJTYKeHHUSs1, GOpIOIHecs
NPOTHB KYJIbTOB, U, KaK yKe oTMevasoch, [1L1 He nabexanu nx
BHUMaHUA. Or/IsnbBasch Hasal ¥ Oy1ydr 00beKTHBHBIM HACKOIbKO
BO3MOXKHO, sI BbIHY?K/I€H CKa3aTb, UTO JIIOH C 00eHX CTOPOH BeJH
ce6s ny1oxo. McesenoBatesy co CTOPOHBI aHTHKYJIbTOBOTO
JIBU2KEHHS He TIPUJI02KUIH JOCTATOUHBIX YCH/INH, YTOOBI TIOHATh
[TLL B ¥X Ky/IbTYPHOM H 6OTOCJIOBCKOM KOHTEKCTaX, H TIOTOMY He
CMOIVIM HaWTH HalyleKallyH MOIX0/ K LIMPOKOMY CIIEKTDPY
Pas/IMUMi, KOTOPbIE eCTECTBEHHO CYLIECTBYIOT MEXKIY KOPEHHbIM
KUTaHCKUM XPUCTHAHCKHM NBHXKeHHeM (axke TPy HaJHdiH
MHOTHX MOJIOJIBIX HOBOOGPALIEHHBIX-aMePUKAHIIEB) K THITHYHBIM
aMepUKaHCKUM eBaHreu3MoM. Jlo6aBbTe K 3TOMY CKJIOHHOCTb J1n
JIeJ1aTh CTIOPHbIE YTBEPKAeHHS 6e3 MOC/IeyIOIHX MOICHEHHUH, 1
BCE roTOBO /15 ToTy60Koro HernonuManusi. Yienst 111, co cBoelt
CTOPOHBI, CTAJKUBASCH C MYOJINYHON KPUTHKOM, TIPOSIBJISVIN JIUILb
BOMHCTBEHHBIM HAaCTPOH. TaKTHKa U PUTOPHKA HX O0Jiee He3peslblX
YJIEHOB YCHUJIUJIA OLIMOOUHYIO MBIC/Ib O TOM, YTO OHH SIBJISIIOTCS
KYJIbTOM.

¢l momHt1o0, yTO, MOCsIe Toro Kak ocHoBatesb XM Yontep
MapTtus my6andHo BeicTyTHI B AHaxakiMe 1o ooy [1L1 B
okts16pe 1977 rona Ha criepiaJbHOM COOpPaHUY B XPHUCTHAHCKOM
nenTpe «Mesoauasnay (KCMOMB3yS HCCeI0BAHHS,
TPelOCTaBJIEHHbIE eMY MOJIOABIMH, HO TaJIaHT/JIUBbIMU

uccaenoBatensiMu KyabtoB bo6om u I'petuen [laccantuHo, u B
OIPOMHOJI CTEeNeHH M0JIarasich Ha UX ToJKoBaHue yyenu# [1L1), TILT
M UX YJIeHbl OTBETHJ/IH Ha 3TO, BHIKYIIMB U 3aTI0JIHUB LieJIble
cTpaHulibl B razete «OpaH/K KAYHTH PEKUCTEP», HA KOTOPBIX OHU
CpaXKaJsICh 338 OPTOJOKCHIO CBOMX yOeXKIEHUH U 0OBUHSIH
«3HatoKa Bubauu» (kotopbim B T0 Bpemsi 6but Maptun). 4 Takxke
TMIOMHIO, KaK OHM 3aChlNay Tee(pOHHBIMI 3BOHKAMH T1POrpamMmy
«3HartoK bub/nn», MOJHOCTBIO COPBAB IPOrPAMMY, 02KECTOUEHHO
cpazkasicb ¢ MapTHHOM 3a CBOM y4eHHS.

Jln BcTpeyaetca ¢ MapTuHom

Bcé moriio 06epHyThes no-apyromy. B Moém pacrnopsizkeHun
0OKasaJjach CTeHOrpaMMa BCTpeun Mexay ¥Yoarepom MapTuHoM u
Yutneccom Jlu 21 despans 1977 rona. Jlu npuranacun Mapruna
noo6e/iaTh C HUM U €ro XKeHOH y Hero 1oMa, i MapTHH NpUHAI 3TO
npuratexye. ¥ HUX Obll AJTUTEbHBIA H OTKPOBEHHBIH Pa3rosop,
BO BpeMsl KOTOPOT0 OHH MO3HAKOMUJIUCD APYT C APYToM, 0OCY UMK
cBoH y6exJIeH!s1, IPU3HAJIM APYT Apyra 6paTbsiMu B XpHCTe,
KOTOpble J1106aT ['ocrozna, 1 B KOHEYHOM UTOre Y HUX ObLIO OUeHb
Ténoe Xxpuctranckoe obuenre. OHY NPHILJIK K 3aK/II0UEHHIO, UTO
3a 3TUM ToCsIelyeT fanbHeHus quagor o6 yuenusx [1L. Jlu nan
MIOHSATh, UTO OH OTKPBIT [Is1 UCTIPaBJIeHUH, © MapTuH Toxe
BBIPA3UJ OTKPBITOCTb TE€M, YTO 3asiBUJI, YTO UCIPABJIATb HUYEro He
Hy>kHO. OHH COIVIaCHJIUCh, YTO B T€UEHHE ITOr0 BpeMeHH 00e
CTOPOHBI BO3IEPKATCSH U OTKAXKYTCS OT MPOBOKALIMOHHBIX HEJIEMHLL,

¢ nomnto, kak MapTun Bephyscs B XMU B BocTopre oT
ob1enus ¢ «6patoM JIu» U Kak OH peKOMeH/I0BaJ/I HaM
BO3/Iep2KaThCs OT KOMMeHTapueB B otHowenuH 111, moka 6yzer
BECTUCD HAJIOT; HO 5 TaK2Ke TIOMHIO, YTO COTPYAHUKU
BCTPEBOXKUJIMCh M3-3a TaKOro N10BOPOTa coObITHH. Mbl He 10BepsIn
JIu, u Mbl 60s1KCh, uTo MapTuH 6bl1 06MaHyT. Bekope sonu ¢
06€eMX CTOPOH HapYLLIUJIH YCIOBUS «[IEPEMHPHSI», HE CTaBS B
M3BECTHOCTb CBOMX PYKOBOJMTEJ/IEH U HE MOJMyYHB UX coryacus. 1
Maprtus, 1 JIu counu, 4To B HapyLIeHHH YCTHOTO 0roBopa
BUHOBATa Jpyras CTOPOHa, IOITOMY AHAJIOT IPOBAJIMJ/ICS H «BOHHA»
BO300HOBHJIACD C elllé O0JIbIIeH 0KeCTOUEHHOCTBIO.

ML o6pawatorca B cyn,
B 1977 rony ny6smanoe cpaxenue [1L] ¢ aHTHKyY/IbTOBBIMU
Kpyramu BbliL10 3a npenessl XM nocse Toro, kak 6b11u
ony6/IMKOBaHbl JBe KHUrH. KHura «Mosronpasbl» — KHHra o
KyJIbTaX, BBITYLLEHHas U3/aTenbecTBOM «Tomac Henbcon», KoTopas
BKJIouasa riaBy o [1L1, 6bi1a Hanucana [kekom Criapkcom,

|| equip.org

VOLUME 32 / NUMBER 06



NPeXHUM PYyKOBOAHUTENeM XPUCTHAHCKOTO BCEMUPHOTO (DpoHTA
ocBoboxenus B Bepkau (wrtar Kanudopuus), Ha ocHose
KOTOpOro c(hopMHPOBa/Iach opraHusauus «IIpoexT npotus
NyX0BHBIX (PabnBok»> («dc-Cu-ITu»). [Tpunss onny us
Pa3HOBHIIHOCTEH BOCTOYHOTO TPABOC/IABHS U TOPBAB CBSA3b € «Dc-
Cu-ITn», Cnapkc 3aHsi1 0co0YH0 MO3ULHMIO U 17151 60PbObI ¢ KyJIbTaMU
HCIOJIb30BAJ IPeBHUE CUMBOJIbI BEphI, a TakxKe bubsauio. lanHas
kHHra o6BuHsMa [1L] B TpOMBIBAHMH MO3TrOB U KECTOKOM
ofpallleHHH co CBOMMHU usieHaMu. [locsie Toro Kak B M31aHUH 3TOH
kuury 1978 ropa rimasa o Haponaom xpame Jlxkuma JI>koHca 6blia
noMellieHa cpasy rnocJe raassl 0 [11] 1 Bce MOMBITKY pelnTh 3TOT
BOIpoC (€3 I0pPUANYECKOr0 BMELIATeNbCTBA HU K UeMY He MTPUBEJIH,
[11L B 1981 roxy nopanu B cyn. B 1983 roxy criop 6bu1
YPEryJIMpPOBaH, B Pe3yJ/IbTaTe Yero B BOCEMHAAIATH aMePUKaHCKUX
raseTax Obl/I0 HareyaTaHo onposepxkenue. ManareabcTso
«HenbcoH» MpeKpaTuIo pacnpocTpaHsITh KHUTY, U HETPOAAHHbIE
9K3eMI/ISIPbl ObLIIH H3BSThI U3 TPOLANKH.

Bropas kuura, «borouesnoBexu», HanucaHHas COTPYAHUKAMU
«9c-Cu-T1n», He Gbl1a OCIIOPEHA «[TOMECTHBIMH LIEPKBSIMU» B CyJIe B
Bepcuu 1977 ropa. Ho korna B 1979 rony usnatesbcTBoM
«Schwengeler-Verlag» 6b110 01y6IMKOBaHO OCHOBATEIBHO
nepepaboTanHoe nog pykosoactTsoM Huna Hanmu n «c-Cu-TTus»
W3JlaHue 3TOM KHUTH Ha HeMEIKOM sisbike (M31aHue Ha aHTIMACKOM
s3bIKe ObL10 BhiylleHo B 1981 rony nsnarensctBom «MHTep-
Bapcuru [Tpece»), T1L1 nonanu B cyn Ha Jdaamu, «dc-Cu-Tlu» u
«Schwengeler-Verlag». Bo Bpemsi mouTH nsitu/ieTHero 1ocyne6HOro
paccJsienoBanus [lafny MoOKMHYJ CTPaHy, a pelCcTaBUTeNH
«Schwengeler-Verlag» HI pa3y He NOSBUJINCH HU Ha OHOM
cayuanuu. B nepsoiit neHb cyna «dc-Cu-ITu» (oueBHIHO, OKHIAS,
4TO MpOUrpaet) oGbsIBUIA O GAHKPOTCTBE HAa OCHOBAHUU CBOEH
HECIOCOOHOCTH 3aMJIaTUTb OXKUIAEMBIH LITPa(d U O3TOMY OHU
TaKXKe He TOSIBUJIMCh Ha Cy1eGHOM IpoLecce.

Xots «dc-Cu-Iln» yrBepxknaer, uro [1L] HameperHO
3aTATUBaH cyn, 4To6bl «Jc-Cr-I1n» Obla BhIHYKIeHA 00BSIBUTD O
6aHKPOTCTBE U T€M CaMbIM He MOIJIa 3alHIIAThCS, YYUThIBAS
uHpopMaLio npoTtuB «Dc-Cu-ITu», BbIUIBIBILYIO BO BpeMs 1a4d
TNI0Ka3aHWH ¥ CBUIETE/IBCTB IKCIIEPTOB, TPYAHO MPEACTABUTD,
KaKyIo Obl OHH TIOATOTOBU/IH 3amuTy (cM. uacTh 5). 26 ausaps 1985
rojia Cyz1 BbIHEC pellleHHe, YyTo KHuUra «boroyesnoBexku» fBiseTcs
«CO BCEX TVIaBHBIX TOUEK 3peHHs JUKUBOH, MOpoYallied U He
06/1agaoler MpaBoM HEePHKOCHOBEHHOCTH H, CJI€0BATE/bHO,
AB/sgeTcs Auddamanyer», 1 Ha3Ha4YUI HCTLIAM BO3MELLeHHe B
pasmepe 11 900 000 mosapoB, XOTst H3-32 GAHKPOTCTBA HCTLIBI
MOJTYUHITH JUIb 0KoJ10 34 000 mostapos.

[TocJie Toro kax cyn Hax KHUrok «boroyesoBeku» 3aKoHUMIICS,
KOHMJUKT Mexkny T1L] # aHTHKYJ/IbTOBBIMK KPYTaMU OCTbLI U
teruicst MHorde ropl. Poct [1L] B Coenunénnbix Ltatax cumbHO
3aMeJIUIICS YaCTHUHO U3-3a HAJIMUHS SIPJIbIKa «KyabT». B 80-x
rojiax JBHKeHHe MOCTPafaNo U3-3a Napbl BHYTPEHHUX CIIOPOB U
packosoB’, HO 0CTA/I0Ch IOCTATOYHO MHOTO MPEeJaHHbIX Y/JIE€HOB,
KOTOpbIE MePeXKU/IH 3TH OypHr. B 3T0 Bpems Hauas ycUanBaThCs
poct nBukeHus Ha JanbHem BocToke, 0coGeHHO Moc/ie TOro, Kak B
HauaJsie 80-x ronoB Kuraiickas Haponuas Pecryfiiika crana 6osee
TEPIUMO OTHOCHTBCS K HE3apPETrHCTPUPOBAHHBIM peUrusiM. bblia
Hayara ycreliHas paora B 6biBiieM CoBetckoMm Cotose, u [1L]
OCHOBAJIM LEHTPbl 00y4YEHHS 1/I51 CBOUX MOJIOABIX JIIOLEH
NpUOJIM3UTENBHO B IeCATH Pa3HBIX CTpaHax. B ocraBlinecs roupt
CBOeH »KM3HH YUTHecc JIu 3aBepimi cBoé «Knu3HensyueHne
Bubsnn», nepepadorasn cBoi BoccTaHOBUTEIBHBIN MTEPEBOJ,
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Bubsuu 1 BBITyCTH HOBble MaTepHasibl, KOTOPbIE IPOSICHUIIH
ynpasJsiioliiee BueHne® IBIKEHHs ¥ PeCTPYKTYPHPOBAJIH HX
TNPaKTUKY LePKOBHOH JKM3HH, UTOOH! B O0JIbLLIEH CTeNeH:
c006pa3oBath eé ¢ HoBo3aBeTHbIM 06pasioM (Hanpumep, ¢ 14-i
ri1aoi [1epBoro noc/anus K KopuHdsiHam)®, 4TO IPOU3BEJIO
JTMHAMHUYHOE BO3JeHCTBHE Ha UX COOpaHHSI.

B 1997 rony JIu ymep. HabsopaTeim B aHTUKYIbTOBBIX
KpYrax 3azaBa/licb BOIIPOCOM, OyZeT JI HOBOE [0KOJIeHHe
PYKOBOZCTBA YTO-JIMO0 MeHSITh UJIM ONpoBeprath B yueHusx I1L1,

HoBbIN cyae6HbIN npouecc v

NOUCKN NOHUMAaHUA B €eBaHrenbCKMX Kpyrax
14 neka6pst 2001 rona I'1LL 1 ux UsmaTe bCKOE MOAPa3IeNeHHE,
cayxeHre «KHBOH MOTOK», a TAKXkKe IEBSHOCTO CeMb OT/E/bHBIX
LiepPKBeH MoJaJ/1 B CY/l Ha U3aTe/IbCTBO «XapBecT Xayc» U aBTOPOB
JxoHa AukepGepra 1 J)koHa ¥Y3/110Ha 32 X KHUTY
«QHLHKJIONEeHS KY/IbTOB ¥ HOBBIX PEJIUTHE», BEIYLIeHHYIO B 1999
roy. MHorue npeicTaBUTe/ M aHTHKYJIbTOBBIX KPYrOB OblLIN
YIMBJIEHBI HEe TOMIbKO TeM, uto [1L] cHoBa monarot B cyz nociie
cMepTH JIn U ceMHaUATh JIET CIyCTS Noce CyaeGHOro pelleHns o
KHHre «boroyesoBeku», HO ¥ TeM, UTO OHH ClIEJIA/IH ITO U3-3a
CTaThy pa3MepoM B IOJICTPAHHUIIBI B SHIUKJIONEINH 06bEMOM B 731
crpanuy. 5 ssuBaps 2006 roga AnennsunonHsii cyn Texaca
OTMEHHUJI pellleHHe Cyaa HU3LIEH HHCTaHIMH, KOTOPOE OTKA3bIBAJIO
OTBETUYMKY B CyMMapHOM pelIeHHH, H BbIHEC PELLeHHE B [10/1b3Y
OTBETUYMKOB, 3a51BHB, UTO CY[ HE JI0JXKEH 3aHUMAaTbCS pellleHHeM
«PEeJIMrHOo3HbIX» padHorsacui. [1L] noganu anensauumio Ha 310
peweHue B Bepxoshblil cyn Texaca B 2006 r. u B BepxoBHbIi cyn
Coenuuénneix [lraros B 2007 ., HO 06a cyza pelluIn He
paccMaTpHBaTh 3TO J€J10.

[TapaJisiesIbHO ¢ CYIOM MTPOTHUB «DHLMKJ/IONENNH KyJIbTOB U
HOBBIX pesiurnb» [1L] Hauamy npuK/IanpBaTh COrMacoBaHHbIE
YCHJIHS K TOMY, YTOObI BEICTPOMTb B3aHMOOTHOILIEHHS ¢ GoJiee
IIUPOKUM eBaHTeIbcKUM coobiiectBoM. B 2002 roxy carykeHne
«2KvBo#1 NOTOK» GBIIO IPUHATO B ACCOLMALIMIO €BaHT€/IbCKHIX
xpuctranckux usgateascts (ECPA). K tomy Bpemenu onu yke
cTamy yaeHaMu AccoUHalin XpUCTHAHCKUX KHUTOTOPIOBLIEB
(CBA) 1 EBaHresibcKOro XpHCTHaHCKOr0 KPEIUTHOTO COK03a
(ECCU). Onu o6patuuch He Toabko K XUH, Ho 1 K
DyJ1epoBcKoi 60roOCIOBCKOH CEMUHAPHH C TTPOCHOOH 0 IHAJOTe H
TILIATEIBHOM HCCJIeJOBAHUH OPTONOKCAIBHOCTH UX YUEHHH.
DyJurepoBcKast 60rocn0BCKast CeMUHAPHS COIVIACH/IACh HA 9TO, UTO
IPUBEJIO K MOJIOXKUTEIbHOMY Mexony ast [T, TTL] rakxke
CTPEMHJIMCh YCTAHOBUTb KOHTAKTBI C PA3/TUYHBIMU OOrOCI0BAMH U
XPHUCTHAHCKUMH PYKOBOIUTEJSIMH, KOTOPbIE, KAK OHH CYHATAJIH,
HaCTPOeHbl 00bEKTHBHO U MOTYT CTaTh UX COIO3HUKaMH. OHU
YCTaHOBUJIH KOHTAKThI C HaHOO0JIee H3BECTHBIMU XPUCTHAHCKUMHU
U3I@HUSIMH, ¥ 3TH U3aHUS CTa/IM [IMCaTh O HUX OoJiee
o00pHUTeTbHbIE MaTepuasbi!!,

«OTKpbITOE NUcbMo» K ML
OT eBaHrenbCKUX pyKoBoauTenemn

Hecmorps Ha aTot nporpecc I1LL npono/mkanu crajakuBaTbes ¢
HAHU3MOM, NMOAO03PUTEJBHOCTBIO U ITPAMbBIM OTBEP2KEHHEM CO
CTOPOHBI OTEBHBIX KPYTOB. DTO CTAJI0 0COOEHHO 3aMeTHO 9
suBapsi 2007 roza, Koraa 6oJiee MLIECTHIECATH €BaHTeTbCKUX
XPUCTHAHCKHUX HCCIeI0BaTe/el U PyKOBOIUTENEH CTyKeHHUH U3
CeMH CTpaH NoAnrcami 6€CHp€L[€[IeHTHOG OTKPBITOE NMHCbMO
(www.open-letter.org), B KOTOPOM OHH MPOCHJIH PYKOBOACTBO



T'lll—_lnl--.:-—." ——

il

YutHecc Jln

«TIOMECTHBIX LIEPKBEU» U cayKeHHe «2KUBOH MOTOK» OMPOBEPTHYTh
HeOPTOJOKCaA/IbHbIE YTBEPKAEHHUS UX OCHOBaTe s YUTHecca JIu.
[TucbMo Tak»Ke MPU3bIBAET PYKOBOAUTENEH IBHKEHHUS IPEKPATHUTD
MHOTOJIETHIOIO TIPAKTHUKY 00pallleHHst B CY/I MM YTPo3 00pallieH sl B
CyI B KaueCTBe CPe/ICTBA PearnpoBaHUsl HA KPUTHKY U pa3pelleHHst
CIIOPOB C XPUCTHAHCKUMHU OPraHHU3alUsIMK U OT/EJbHBIMH JHLAMU
13 unc/ia XpUcTran» 2. Cpei U3BECTHBIX PYKOBOAUTENEN U
Ucce10BaTe 1!, MOAMMUCABIIMX 3TO MUCbMO, OblIH OBbIBLIHE
pa6otHrkn XU u GbiBive 1 HblHelIHUe aBTOpPE! «Kprcuen pucepy
IKOPHAJT», Takue Kak Kansun Bancuep, [xeiimc broprcTan,
Hopwmasn TI'eiiciiep, ¥Yaiin Xayc, I'opnon Jlstouce, Pon Poxc u kefimce
Yair.

1 BaxkHo orMeTHTb, uTo HU JIn, HE HU 10 cBOEMY NPOMCXOXKIEHHIO He ObLIH OYITHCTAMH.
MuicTHYeCKKe TeH/IEHLIMH B MX Pa60TaX HeJlb3si CBSI3bIBATH C BOCTOUHBIMH PEJIMIHSIMK BOTIPEKH
HEKOTOPBIM yYTBEPKIEHHSIM; OHU CBSI3aHBI C 3aNalHBIMU XPUCTHAHCKUMH YYHTeISIMH BHY TPeHHeH
2KM3HH, TakuMK Kak Jxeccn [Tenn-Jlbonc, dunpio Mioppeit u 2Kanna ['oiioH.

2 The Lord’s Recovery of Experiencing Christ and Practicing the Church Life in Oneness, History,
“The Present Recovery—One City, One Church (A.D. 1937—Present),” 2,
http:/ / www.lordsrecovery.org / history /iv.html.

3 TlepBbiM 6orocsoBckuM KpUTHKOM JIu Gbl1 [keime Yen, koToporo Hu HazHauma ofHUM U3 ABYX
crapefiunH B ['oHkoHre. MIHTepecHo, 4To ero 06BHHEHHE GBIIO TAKMM, KOTOPOTO MBI HHKOT/IA He
CJIBIIIAMH B AMepHKe; OH rOBOPHJI, 4T0 JIu yuuT apuaHcTBy. OH OCHOBBIBAJI 3TO Ha TOM (haKTe,
uT0 JIn HasbiBaJ BOMJIOWEHHOrO XprcTa TBapbiO. JIM AeHCTBUTE/IBHO YUK TOMY, 4TO XPHCTOC
SIBJISIETCS TBAPBIO C TOYKH 3peHHst CBOEro 4e/oBe4ecTBa, HO OH TaKKe Y4HJI, YTO ¢ TOUKH 3PeHHs
Caoero GoxectBa Xpuctoc si/sieTcst TBopLom BeesieHHOM. [To106HBI# 06pasely, koraa JIn enaet
PaMKasbHbIE YTBEPXKACHNsI U YPABHOBELLMBAET HX B CBOEM YUEHHH B IPYTHX MECTAX M KOT/A ero
KPHUTHKH yXBaThIBAIOTCS 3 €70 PajiKa/bHble yTBEPXKIEHHS], He YUHTBIBAS €ro
YPaBHOBEIUMBAOLIKE 3asiBIeHUs, IPOJOJIKaeTcst 10 cero iHsi. Ha camom fieste 51a Tema 10BOJIbHO
XOPOLLIO OJABOJHUT HTOT OCHOBHOH MBIC/IH STOI CTAThH B €€ MOAX0/Ie K G0rOC/IOBHIO.

BoumaH Hu

4 [ naioT 0CTOPOIKHOE ONPE/IENeHHE «CIHSHUIO» TAKHM 06Pa30M, UTO 3TO CJIOBO He
T0ipa3yMeBaeT H3MeHeHHs! CYILHOCTHOH Npupobl Bora niu yenoseka. Cm. crateio “Mingling—
Was There Ever a Better Word?” Affirmation and Critique 1, 3 (July 1996): 31, 62.

5 “The Present Recovery—One City, One Church (A.D. 1937—Present),” 19.

6 Jlisi Goiee MOIHOTO OOBSICHEHHSE HX YOEXK/IeHNH B OTHOLLIEHHH 3TOTO CM. BECh Pa3jieJl HCTOPHH Ha
caiite “The Lord’s Recovery of Experiencing Christ and Practicing the Church Life”,
http:/ / www.lordsrecovery.org/ history /index.html.

7 KpuTHKM yTBEPXKIAIOT, UTO ITH CMOPBI ABJSIOTCS NOATBEPKAeHHEM Toro, 4to T1L — 970 KyJbT,
HO, PaCCMOTPEB 3TH BOMPOCHI, Mbl HAIILTH JIHIIb MOATBEPKIeHHe GHOIeHCKOH IOKTPUHBI O TOM,
YTO IPex MOCTOSIHHO MIPHCYTCTBYET cpean Bepyrownx (Hanpumep, HMaxk. 3:2; 1 Mu. 1:8). Ipyramu
CJIOBAMH, 3TO JIBHKeHHe He OblJIO 3aLUMILEHO OT MJIOTCKOro MOBeAeHHs, KOTOpoe 6eCrIOKOUII0 i
Pa3eJIsizio XPUCTHAHCKHX PaOOTHUKOB Ha TPOTSKEHUH LIePKOBHOM HCTOPHH. Bo3aMoxkHO, B
HEKOTOPBIX GY/LyIIHX HOMEPax Mbl 3aTPOHEM STH BOIPOCHI, HO CefYac OHH BBIXOIST 33 PAMKH
HalLIero pasroBopa, KOTOPBIi COCPENOTOUEH Ha OOBHHEHHSIX, COAePKAILUXCs B «OTKPbITOM
muckMes K [TLL 1 caryxenuio «XKuBo# moTok» (cM. Hixe).

8 CMm. HampUMep, CepHI0 U3 OIMHHAAUATH KHHUT YuTHecca JIn «OGyuenue /s crapeduH»,
BKJIIOYasi KHHTY 2, «Buenne [ocroHero BOCCTaHOBICHHS > («Komemop OUOJIEHCKON KHUTHY,
Mockaa, 2001).

9 Cwm. nanpumep, Witness Lee, The Ministry of the New Testament Priests of the Gospel
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1998).

10 Cm. Hank Hanegraaff, Gretchen Passantino, and Fuller Theological Seminary, The Local

Churches: “Genuine Believers and Fellow Members of the Body of Christ” (Fullerton, CA:

DCP Press, 2008), 29-32.

Cwm. Hanpumep, “Loose Cult Talk,” editorial, Christianity Today, March 2006, 27
(http:/ /www.christianitytoday.com / ct /2006 / march / 15.27.html); Ken Walker, “Former
Local Church Critics Change Stance,” Charisma, June 2009, 20

(http:/ /www.charismamag.com /index.php / news / 20741-former-local-church-critics-change-

stance).

“Leading Evangelical Scholars Call on ‘Local Churches’ to Renounce Doctrines, Legal Attacks,”
press release, January 9, 2007, http:/ / www.open-letter.org/ pdf / OL_PressRelease.pdf.
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YACTD 2

OTBeT Ha
00eCIIOKOEHHOCTh

aBTOPOB
«OTKPBITOrO NMHUCHbMa»:
O npupone bora



eM 06eCIOKOeHb
aBTopbl «OTKPBITOTO MHCbMa» TTOMUMO MHOTOTeTHel TTpakTHKY T11]
TI0/ABATh B CY/ HA eBAHTeJILCKHX XPACTHAH? X 6ecloKOHT yueHHe
[T o mpupone bora, npupose 4yenoBeyecTBa U 3aKOHHOCTU
€BAHTEeNIbCKUX LEPKBEW U feHoMUHaIMH. O6 9THX yUeHUdX B
nucbMe roBopUTest: «ITocKOJBKY caeytolye yTBePKICHHS
YurHecca Jlu, ckopee BCero, MpOTUBOPEYAT OCHOBHLIM AOKTPUHAM
XPUCTHAHCKON Bephl MJH CTABAT UX TIOX YTPO3Y, MBI TOUTHTENBHO
TIPU3LIBAEM PYKOBOJCTBO CIYXKeHHs « KHBOU MOTOK» H «[TOMECTHBIX
LepKBeH» OTPeULCs OT 3THX U TOAOOHbBIX 3asBAeHHH U epecTarh
UX MyOJUKOBATb».

JHanee B «OTKpBITOM HCbMe» MPUBOASTCS OTPBIBKU U3
SKOOBl HEOPTOOKCA/IbHBIX yueHHH YuTHecca JIu, HO B TO XKe
BpeMs He 00BbSICHAETCS, TI0YEMY 3TH YTBEPKIEHHUS ABJAIOTCS
HEOPTONOKCATBHBIMU; BO3MOXKHO, MO 9THM 10 pa3yMeBaeTcs,
YTO JI060H GOrOCTOBCKH IPAMOTHBIH UHTATENb CMOKET
CaMOCTOSITE/IbHO HAHTH epech B 9TUX 3asiB/IeHUAX. Kak MBI cKopo
YBUAHM, 3TO ObIJIO CEPbE3HON OWINUOKON U CO CTOPOHBI TEX, KTO
COCTaBUJI 3TO ITUCBbMO, U CO CTOPOHBI Te€X, KTO MOANHUCAJ €ro,
NpU4YéM MHOTHE U3 HUX e/Ba JIM TOLJIM B CBOEM HCCJIEJOBAHUU
[1L] nanbiie MpoUTeHHUS IUTAT, IPEIOCTABIEHHBIX
COCTABUTEJISAMH.

Kparkas u cxxarast popma «OTKpbITOro NUcbMa» obserdaer
BOCIIPOM3BE/IEHHE LeJIbIX (Ppa3, B KOTOPBIX BbIpaxKaeTcst
06eCroKoeHHOCTb aBTOpoB. Ho BMecTo TOro 4to6hl IpUBECTH BCE
TIUCHMO MOJTHOCTBIO, 51 Oy/1y LIMTHPOBATD €T0 10 PasziesaM U
TI0C/IEI0BATEBHO OTBEYATb HA KaXK/IbIH OTPBIBOK, MPEzK/e YeM NeperTr
K MaTepyaJsiaM B CJIeflyIolIeM paszelie.

[lepBasi cepusi criopHbIxX LUTaT U3 Matepranos [1L] B «OTKpbITOM
nHMcbMe» HauKMHaeTcs ¢ 3arosioska «O npupone Boras u conepaxur
CJIefylolIpe yTBepKaeH!s Y uTHecca J1u:

«Cpz Hasza# OTIOM; caenoBaTebHo, ChlH T0JKEH ObITh
OruoM. Ml 10JDKHBL IOHATB 3TOT (pakT. HekoTopble
roBopsT, 4to OH TosIbKO Ha3zBaH OTLOM, HO B
nerctsuresbHoctd OH He Orell. Ho kak OH Mor ObITH HAa3BaH
OTuoM, HO B TO xe BpeMs He ObiTh OTLOM?.. Tam, roe HU
OJIMH YeJioBeK He MoxkeT nocThub Ero (1 Tum. 6:16), Bor —
370 Oren. Korga Ou Beixonut, yTo0b! sBUTh Ce0s1, OH —

CoiH. Utak, nan CeiH, Ho uMsi EMy Hapekin — «Otery
BETHOCTH». DTOT caMblil CbIH, KOTOPBIU 1aH HaM, ¥ ecTb CaM
Oren».

Yurnecc JIu, «Beeotbemmormit Jlyx Xprcra»

(«Kuo#i motok», Mocksa, 1992), ctp. 8

«Beé Boxxectso, TpuenuHsiil bor, cTai mioTbo».
YurHecc HI/I, «borKbe HOBO3aBETHOE JOMOCTPOHTEJILCTBO»

(«KOJIJIeKTop 6uOIeHCKOl KHUMH», Mocksa, 2003), crp. 260

«TpanuimoHHoe 06bsicHeHHe TPOULIEI COBEPILIEHHO
HETIO/THOLIEHHOE, ¥ OHO IpaHH4MT ¢ TpoedokueM. Korna Jyx
Boxuii coenunsiercs ¢ Hamu, Bor He ocTaéres B cropoHe 1
XpucToc He ocTaéTest Ha pecTodie. A Beib HMEHHO TaKOro
TpeCTaB/IeHNs] TIpUepKrBaeTcst XpuctraneTso. Tam Otia
CYMTAIOT OTHOH JIMUYHOCTBIO, KOTOPasi ochlnaeT ChIHa, APYTyo
JIM4HOCTB, COBEPLIMTB UCKYIUIEHHE, TT0c/Ie Uero CblH MOChLIAeT
Jyxa, ewté onxy JIrunocts. [lyX, coryiacHo TpamyLiOHHOMY
MBILLJIEHHIO, BXOAUT B BEPYIOLLIX, B TO BpeMsi Kak Orew v CbH
ocTaloTCs Ha rpectosie. Bepyloliyx y4at, MosIsich, CKJIOHATBCS
nepent OtLoM 1 MosThes B MeHH CoiHa. Paciiienienve
BoxxectBa Ha Tpu oTaesbHEIE JINYHOCTH — 3TO He OTKPOBEHHE
Bubmun...»

Yuraecc JIu, «CooOIIeHHs 0 JKU3HW»

(«Kosurekrop Gubsneiickoit kuuru», Mocksa, 2005), ctp. 633-634

«CBIH — 9TO OTELL, 11 CbIH — TAKKE JI¥X... u ['ocrions
Hucyc, kotopeii siBiisieTcst CbIHOM, TaKKe siB/steTcst BeuHbM
Oruom. Haru Tocrions — 510 CoiH, 1 OH Takke Otery, Asay#isi!s
Yurthece JIn, «O Tpuenutom Bore»
(«Kuoii motok», Mockea, 1992), ctp. 18

«Taxum 06pasoM, coBepleHHO sicHo: ['ocnons Mucye — sto Orel,

Coin u [lyx, u On — Cam Bor. On takke ['ocnionp. On Orery, ChiH,
Jyx, Moryiiecrsentbiit Bor 1 [ocrionb».

Witness Lee, The Clear Scriptural

Revelation Concerning the Triune God

www.contendingforthefaith.org / responses / booklets / triune.html
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«Oret, CbiH 1 [TyX — 3TO He TPH OTAE/IbHbIE IMUHOCTH U HE TPU
Bora; OHH — OIMH BOF, OJ1Ha ﬂeﬁCTBHTeﬂbHOCTb, OfHa JIMYHOCTb».
Yutrece JIn, «Tprennnbii Bor — u3Hb 1151 TPEXUACTHOTO YesTOBEKa»
(«2Kusoit notok», Anaxaiim, 1995), ctp. 54

OTH yTBEPIKIEHHS TIPH TIEPBOM PACCMOTPEHHH OHO3HAYHO
00eCIOKOSIT KMBYILMX B IBA/ILIATH IEPBOM BeKe 3araIHbIX XPUCTHAH.
MoxKeT NoKasaThCst, 4TO OHU ICHO OTPAXKAIOT YYeHHe MoJaIh3Ma.
HeynusrTe bHO, 4TO HEKOTOPbIE €BAHTe/IbCKHE PYKOBOAUTENH,
Mano3HakoMble ¢ [1L, mpocTo uuraroT ux 1 roBopst: «I e 51 fo/mkeH
noanucarbesi?» OnHaKo, Kakoe bl 6ECTIOKOMCTBO 3TO HH BbI3BIBAJIO Y
€BaHTeJIMCTOB, 3HAKOMBIX C JIOTOCPOYHOH npenaHHocTbio XMW
HCTOPHYECKOH OPTOIOKCHH, 1 TeM He MeHee J0JKeH CKasaThb, YTO, eC/IU
paccMaTpUBaTh 3TH YTBEPXKIEHHUS B KOHTEKCTE, 8 HULX Hem HU4eeo
HeopmoOoKCaNbHOO. §1 He yTBEPKIAI0 MPH ITOM, UTO MOZAIU3M
opronokcaneH. XMU cuuraert, 4to Mofa/amM3M B TOM BUJIE, B KAKOM €My
yunT O6beMHEHHAs MATHIECATHUYECKAs LIEPKOBb, — 3TO €PeCh; Mbl
CYMTaeM TaK CErofiHsl, U Mbl CUMTaN TaK Beerna. Her, st yrBepxaaro, 4to
TIpHBeEHHbIE Bl BbICKAa3bIBaHHs YUTHecca JIu He yuar Mofaiuamy.
OnHaXK bl MBI CUMTAJIH, UTO OH YUYUT HMEHHO 3TOMY, HO 3TO OBUIO
TI0TOMY, UTO MbI, TOZOOHO MHOTUM JPYTHM MPEICTABUTE/ISIM
AHTHKYJIbTOBBIX KPYTOB, HUK020Q BHUMAMEALHO HE UYHAAU BCE
yuerue [TL], umobot NOHAMb KOKMEKCM 3MUX YHeHUll U 4em OHU
BbL368AHbL.

B Taxom ciydae yto umeeT B Buay JIu, Korna yuut, uto CbiH
spasiercst 1 Otuom, U Jlyxom? Kak MOXKHO COBMECTHTB TaKoe YUeHHE C
opTonoKcHer? bubierickoe ocHOBaHKe, MPOLMTHPOBAHHOE B
auteparype [ st o6o3HaueHHs: B3aMMOEHCTBHS IPYT C APYTOM
syHocTed Tpoutpl, 6yeT noapo6HO 0OBSICHEHO HHXKe, HO, TOBOPSI
KPaTKO, OHO COCTOMT B Caeaytomem: 1) desmeavrocms Tpéx
JIMYHOCTEH B domocmpoumensvrot Tpouue v 2)
s3aumonpucymcmaue TpéX MMuHocTer B cyuyHocmroul Tponue. C
KaKOH ye/16f0 leslaeTcsi Takoe 0003HaueHHe TPEX jiuHocTer? C TeM,
4TOOBI UCIIPABUTH TO, YTO OHU PACCMATPUBAIOT KaK PasryJl TPOe00kKHsi
Ha 3anane. OnHaKo, Npezk/ie YeM Mbl HAUHEM BHOCHTB ICHOCTb B
KaXKyllHecst HeopToaoKcanbHbMK yTBepxkaerusi [1L1 o Tpowiie, Mbl
JIOJKHBI 335IBUTb, UTO UaCTO OHU JIeJIaNH 3/IpaBble OPTOLIOKCA/IbHbIE
3asiBienust o Tpoute.

OpTopokcanbHble 3aaBneHus ML o Tpouue
I[a}Ke HEKOTOPbIE€ KPUTUKH I_H_I TNPU3HAIOT, YTO BO MHOTUX MECTaX B
CBOHMX KHHTax OHH yTBEPKIAIOT OPTONOKCATBHYIO NOKTprHY 0 Tpourre'.
[TocMoTpuTe, HampuMep, Ha 3TH HeIBYCMBIC/IEHHbIE TPUHUTAPHbIE
MOCTYJIaThbl, CACJIaHHbIE CAMHUM Jlu:

Bce tpoe — Orely, CbiH 1 Jlyx — CYLLIECTBYIOT OT BEUHOCTH 10
BEYHOCTH, PABHO BEUHbIe, He MMEIOIIHe HU Havasia, HA KOHIIA |
CYIIIECTBYIOIIIHE B OJIHO U TO K€ BpeMst>.

MozkHo ckasatb, uto TpuenuHbIi Bor nMeeT Tpy JTMUHOCTH, HO
TOJIBKO OIHY CYLIHOCTb; JIAUHOCTH HEJIb3s1 Ty TaTh U CYLHOCTD
Hestb3st pasnensite; Orelt, CbiH 1 JlyX — 3TO TPOe B IMUHOCTH, HO
OHM €JIUHBI B CYLIHOCTH.
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B XU mbl 3HaMM 0 TOM, 4yTO JIN mesan Takue yTBepKAeHUs, U
M03TOMY MbI Kiaccuduuuposasu 6orocmosue 111 kak Gorocosue
He epemuueckoe, a ¢ OOKMPUHANbHbIMI OMKAOHEHUAMU,
COrJIaCHO 6Oroc/I0BCKOMY OMpefIeIeHUIO TOr0, YTO TaKoe
«BOr0C/IOBHE C IOKTPUHAIBHBIMU OTKJIOHEHUSAMH», KOTOPOTO Mbl
TpHIePKUBAIMCH MHOTHE TecsTHIeTHs. Borociosue ¢
JOKTPUHAIbHBIMU OTKJIOHEHHUSIMH yTBEPXK/IaeT OPTOLAOKCHIO, HO
3ateM 100aB/sieT K 3TUM OPTOIOKCAIbHBIM BEPOUCIIOBEIAHHSAM
HeKMe yTBepK/IeHHUs], KOTOpble POTHBOPeUaT UM,
KOMITPOMETHPYIOT UJIH MOAPBIBAIOT UX. MBI TPOCTO MPHUILLIH K
3akJ/o4eHuto, uto [1L] BepsT B TO, UTO OHHM XKUBYT B MUpE, T/I€ 1Ba
MPOTHBOIIOJIOKHBIX YTBEPKAEHHUS SIBASIOTCS HCTHHHBIMH B OJTHO U
TO 2Ke BpeMsl U B OIMHAKOBOM CMBICJIE.

OnHako, elé 3a/10/1ro 10 TOro Kak Mbl Hagasu auasor ¢ [1L,
MeHs1 Hauaso 6eCrOKOUTh TO, UTO Mbl HTHOPHUPYEM HX SICHbIe
3asiBJIeHHUs 00 OPTOOKCANbHOM OOrOCJIOBUH B TOH caMoH 06.1acTH,
IJie Mbl CAMH OOBHHSIEM HX B HEOPTOLOKCAIBHOCTH. §1 IMYHO He
3HAJ HU OJHOH IPYTOH TPYIINEI, TTONALaIole Mo onpee/eHIe
MOJAJUCTCKOH, KOTOPasi MOf0OHBIM 06pa3oM NOAPOOHO
UCIoBe0Ba/a Obl TPHHUTAPHYIO OPTOLOKCHIO. MHE HEOTHOKPATHO
MPHUXOINJIA HA YM MBIC/Ib O TOM, UTO, BO3MOXKHO, MBI yITyCKaeM 4To-
1o B ydeHuH [1L], 4To MOXKeT MPOSICHUTb 3TO Ha NePBbIH B3IJIsAL
siBHOe npoTHBopeure. Tak u ects! B XM Mbl yryckamnu uto-to,
PaBHO KaK ¥ IPAaKTHYeCKH BCe HALIN KOJIJIETH B aHTHKYJ/IbTOBBIX
Kpyrax.

«nyneuy! Bcé peno B akoHOMUKe!»

BoamoxkHO, BbI TOMHHTE (ppasy, GpOLIeHHYO OTUTHIECKHUM CTPATeroM
Bunna Kmnnrona xerimcom KapBriiom B Xofie Mpe3uIeHTCKOM TOHKH
1992 ropa, koTopas crana riaBHOU uueer Tor Kamnanuu: «[iynen! Beé
JIeJ10 B 9KOHOMHKe!» Ec/Ii IOIOUTH K 9TOMY ¢ IPYTOH CTOPOHBL, TOT K€
YIPEK MOXKHO aipecoBaTh T€M M3 HaC, KTO YITYCTHJI Pa3/IHuKe, KOTOpoe
yacto fenaercst B ureparype [L mexkny cyuynocmmoil Tponuen
(KOTOpasi TaKKe Ha3bIBAETCS OHMOAOCUHECKOL TporLel 1k
ummanenmroil Tpowweit) u domocmpoumenoror* Tpowue. dtu
TEPMHUHBI YKa3bIBAIOT Ha PA3/IMUKe, YAaCTO le/1aeMOoe B OPTONOKCAIEHOM
6oroc/10BUM — GorocsiouH, koTopoe Mbl B XK Beerna npunumainy u
KOTOPOMY Mbl YYHJIH. DTO Pa3/IHuKe MEXK/Ty BEUHOU TPUPOJION 1
B3aMMOOTHOLLIEHHSIMH TPEX G02KeCTBEHHbIX JIHYHOCTEH 1 BPeMEHHBIMH
(T.e. CBI3aHHBIMHU CO BpEMEHEM K MECTOM) POJIIMH, KOTOPbIE OHH B3SUIH
Ha ce0st B CBOMX B3aUMOOTHOLLIEHHSIX C TBOPeHHEM!.

3aposro 10 TOro, KaK st oayMas, UTo 3TO MOKET IOMOYb
00BSICHUTDb NTOX0KHe Ha MofauaM ydenus [1L1, st mons, uto, Korna
B Bu6anu nin oprogokcanbHOM G0r0CTOBHH ONUCHIBAETCS
JIOMOCTPOHTE/IbHAst TPOHLIa, 4acTo 3TO 3BYUHT KaK MOJAJH3M;
OJIHAKO 3TO He TaK, IOCKOJIbKY 32 3THUM CTOUT Bepa B BEUHYIO
NPHUPOJY U HEM3MEHHble B3aUMOOTHOLLIEHHUS TPEX IMYHOCTEN B
oHToJsiorn4eckor Tpoutie. MopamucTel e myTatoT 616JIeHCcKoe
pas/MuKe MexJy OHTOIorM4eckKor TpouLen 1 JOMOCTPOUTENbHOM
TpouLei, COeMHAIOT IBE UEH B OIHY H T€M CaMBbIM IIPUIHCHIBAIOT
OHTOJIOTHYeCKOH TpouLe KauecTBa JOMOCTPOUTENBHOM TPOULIBI.

JI1 06BSICHUN CBOIO MTO3ULMIO [0 TOMY BOIIPOCY MPe/ieIbHO
SICHO, HO HaM, KPUTHKaM, CJIef0BaIO OBITh G0JIee TIIATeNbHBIMU



TpU CBOEM HCCIIeI0BaHUHU U B cBoéM auaJiore ¢ [T — Toraa Obl Mbl
3aMeTH/IH 3T0. OH MHOro pa3 NoApOGHO 0OBSCHS Pa3InuHe MeKLy
CYLIHOCTHBIM U IOMOCTPOHTEJ/IbHBIM aClleKTaMH ¥ HeJIByCMBIC/JIEHHO
npotrBonoctassii B3 [1LL Ha Tpouiy Mmopanuamy:

B uém 3abumyzknenne mopamama? Monamiam yuut, uto Orert, CoiH
u Jlyx He BeUHBI 1 He CYIIECTBYIOT OTHOBpeMeHHO. Monamiam
ytBep:kaaeT, uto Orelr 3akoHumICs ¢ mpuxonoM ChiHa, a CblH
3aBepLnsIcs ¢ mprxonoM Jyxa. Monammctsi roBopsit, 4to Tpoe B
BoxkecTBe cy11ecTBYIOT, CMeHsIst APYT ApyTa Ha TPEX

Toc/IeIoBaTe bHbIX 3Tanax. OHY He BepSIT B COCYIIECTBOBAHHE U
BaanmMornprcyTctBre Otia, CoiHa 1 [lyxa. M1, B OT/IHUHE OT HUX,
BEPHUM B COCYLIECTBOBAHHE U B3aUMOIPUCYTCTBHE TPoHX B
BoxkecTBe; IpyrrMu CJI0BaMH, Mbl BepiM B T, uto Orett, CbIH 1
JIyX CyILIeCTBYIOT CYLHOCTHO B OTHO U TO 2Ke BPeMsI U IPH OTHHX U
Tex ke yesoBusix. OnHako B 60yKeCTBEHHOM I0MOCTPOHUTEBCTBE
Tpoe paboTatoT 1 MPOSIBJISIIOTCST COOTBETCTBEHHO Ha TPEX
TIOC/IeNIOBaTe/IbHBIX dTanax. TeM He MeHee fayke B CBOMX
JIOMOCTDPOUTE/IbHBIX pa00Tax U MPosiB/IeHUAX Tpoe Mpofo/KatoT
npe6bIBaTh CYIHOCTHO B CBOEM COCYILIECTBOBAHUM H
B3aUMOTIPUCY TCTBHI',

JIn He 0TMeYaeT TOro, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT IB€ (DOPMBI MOZIAIM3MA:
XPOHOJIOrHYecKas M (hyHKLMOHAbHAS, U TIOC/IE/HSAST He OTPULIAET TOro,
4o Bor MoxKeT (pyHKIHMOHHUPOBATh B G0JIee YeM OTHOM COCTOSTHUN WU
POJIM B OITHO U TO Ke BpeMs1 B ucTopud. OiHAKO pasiuyre, KOTOPoe OH
TPOBOIHT MeXKy CyIIHOCTHON TpouLier 1 foMocTpouTe IbHOH TpoHLeH,
He cTaJ1 Obl JIe1aTh HU (PYHKIMOHAIBHBIA MOJAIHCT, HH
XPOHOJIOTHYECKHUH MOIAJTUCT.

Kpowme Toro, 13 obiitero yaenust JIu o Tpontie sicHo, 4T0 OH
pacemarpusas Orua, Cbina u CesiToro Jlyxa Kak TPH pas/IMUHbIX LIEHTpa
CO3HAHHMS 1 BOJIM HJTH «51», KOTOPBIE BEYHO YUaCTBYIOT BO
B3aMMOOTHOLIIEHHSIX JIIOOBH «CyOBeKT-00beKT». Hanprmep,
kommenTupyst MIH. 10:30 («I u Orer — oaH0»), OH HAIKCAT, YTO «XOTS
Oren 1 CblH — 0J1HO, MEK/ly HUMH BCE PAaBHO CYLIECTBYET paz/HyiKe,
NOCKOJIBKY 310 £ 1 Omey. Mbl He I0/KHBI TpeHeOperaTh STUM
TIOJIO?KEHHEM, TIOCKOJIBKY B TAKOM CJTyuae MbI CTaHEM MOJaIACTaMi»®, B
JIPYTOM MeCTe, KOTJIa OH IPOHHLIATEBHO MTULLET O TOM, YTO BEYHOCTb He
MO2KET CYLLeCTBOBATb OTAEJBHO OT TprearHoro bora, JIu nuuer:

B Beunocty B npotuiom, Koraa Orett v CbiH 061Ia/IHCh, KOTIa
Orew Boao6un CeiHa 1 Korpa Tprennnbif Bor npenHasHaum
CbiHa, Takxe npucyTceroBai [lyx, noromy 4to OH — BeuHbIH
Jyx, Ilyx BeKoB.

B Hesnusx 2:23 roopurest, uto XprcToc OblT peaaH 1o
onpesieniénnomy cosety [Tpuemmroro] Bora. Tpoe BoxkectsenHoi
TpouLp! ocoBelanMCh U BBIHECIH ONPEIENEHHOE PeLleHHe. ..

..MItak, B BeuHocTH B niporiioM TprenuHbiil Bor obuancs,
JIIOOWIT, IPEIOTIPEEISLT, paboTa 1 U3bupar .

Kpuc Yaiinn, memma-nupexrop cyxeHust «2KHUBOH MOTOK», IeaeT
3amMeyaHye, KOTOPoe Hallle He3aBUCHMOe HCC/IeI0BaHHEe CUUTAET
TIOJTHOCTBIO CIIPaBeIUBLIM: «[ IpakTHuecKy Besi KpUTHKA YUeHHH

YurHecca JIu B cssu ¢ TpouLett sBisieTcs IPOLYKTOM U30HpaTeIbHOro
U3BJIeUeHHs] OTPBIBKOB €0 KHHT, IJle aKLEHT Je/1aeTcsl Ha
noMoctpoutesbHoM aercTsun TprenuHoro bora; npr stom naxe He
YIIOMHHAeTCs TOT (DaKT, YTO OH TOJIHOCTBIO YPAaBHOBELIUBaeT cebst B
JPYTHX OTPBIBKAX CBOUX KHHI F 334aCTYIO JaXKe B TOM Ke pasjienier®.

JIn oroxxnectsisier CeiHa ¢ OtLoM 1 Jlyxom, HO He TaKUM 2Ke
06pa3oM, KaK 3TO Je/al0T MOJAIHCTHI:

B BoxxbeM n1aHe, BoxbeM paBUTe/IbCTBEHHOM YCTPOEHHH,
BozkbeM foMocTponTeseTBe, OTell IpeAnpUHAMAET NePBbIH LT,
CobiH — BTOpo# 1 Jlyx — Tpetn#t. Otell 3ambici1, CbiH
ocyiecTBu, a Jlyx IpuMeHsieT To, uto ChbIH COBEPLIMJI COMIACHO
3amblcty Otua... TTocste Toro kak 6bl1 pa3paboTaH 3TOT I/1aH
[Orual, Cein npuwmén uenoHuTS ero, Ho caeat OH 310 ¢ OTiOM B
nocpenctsom Jyxa (JIx. 1:35; M. 1:18, 20; 12:28). TTocsie Toro
kak CblH ocyuecTBrI Be&, uto Orel] 3arIaHHpOBaJI, IPUXOAUT
Jlyx B TpeTbeM Liare, 4ToOb! IPUMEHHUTB BCE, 4TO coBepiv ChIH,
Ho entaet O 370 Kak Chin 1 ¢ Otuom (Mn. 14:26; 15:26; 1 Kop.
15:45B; 2 Kop. 3:17). Takum 06pasoM, B TO BpeMsi KaK
OCYLLECTBIISETCS 60KECTBEHHOE IOMOCTPOUTE/BCTBO
BoxxecrsenHor Tpowuitipl, 602KeCTBEHHOE CYIIECTBOBAHHE
BoxxecrBenHoi Tpowtiel, Ero BeuHoe cocyiecTBoBanue 1
B3aUMOIPHCYTCTBHE OCTAIOTCS HEM3MEHHBIMHU U He MOJIBEPraroTCs
HHKAKOH OMacHOCTH’.

Kpowe Toro, B [IpOTHBONOIOKHOCTL MOTAHCTaM (KOTOPBIX TaKKe
Ha3bIBAH NAMPUNACCUOHLICIMAMIL U3-32 NX Bepbl B T0, uto Otert [patri]
noctpanan [passion] na kpecte) JIn 06bACHsET:

Yro KacaeTcsi BTOporo stara BoxKbero 10MOCTPONTE/BCTBA, Tara
UCIIO/IHEHHS, Beto padoty ocytuectssit ChiH. Mbl He MoXKeM
CKa3aThb, 4To HcrosHeHueM 3auumaicst Ortert ¢ CbIHOM
nocpezctBoM [lyxa. TakxKe Mbl He MOXKeM CKa3aThb, uto miaH Otia
ucriosHu1 Jyx kaxk CbiH ¢ OTioM. MBI MOXKeM TOJIBKO CKAa3aTh, UTO
BCIO paboTy 1o uenosHeHuto miana Otua ocyrectsu1 ChiH ¢
Ornom nocpenctsom [lyxa. Kpome Toro, Mbl He MO2KeM CKa3artb,
gro Otel cTas II0TbI0 ¥ uto OTel XKWl B IIOTH Ha 3eMite. Bostee
TOrO, Mbl HEe MOXKeM CKa3aTb, 4yto OTel] NOLIEN Ha KPeCT U yMep 1151
HAIlIero UCKYTIIEHH ST, K Mbl HE MOXKEM CKa3aTb, YTO KPOBb,
npoJinTas Ha Kpecte, Oblia Kposbio Mucyca Oria. Mbl 10/KHBI
CKa3aTh, 4To KPoBb Oblia nposmta Hucycom, Chiom Boxxbum (1
Un. 1:7). Mbl He MOXKeM cKasath, uto OTell yMep Ha KpecTe HJIH
uTo Orely BocKpec U3 MEPTBLIX .

Taxum 06pasom, Goibiiias yacTb 0ToKaecTBIeHHs ChiHa ¢ OTLOM
1 JlyXoM NpUBOIUTCS [IOMECTHBIMH LIEDKBSIMU B KOHTEKCTe IeHCTBHS
JIOMOCTPOHUTeJIbHOM TPOHLIbI U OCHOBaHa Ha MOJ0OHOM
OTOXKIeCTBJIEHHH, TpoBoxuMoM B [Tucanuy. [TonoGHEIX TprMepoB
MHOT0 Ha npoTskeHru EBanrenit, ocodeHHo B EBanrenuu ot HoaHHa.

Hanpuwmep, B 14-i1 riiaBe EBanresust ot MoanHa sicHo okasaso,
YTO, XOTSl Y KaXKI0H JINYHOCTH B TpouLie ecTb CBOst 0c00asi PoJib B
paboTe criaceHHsl, OHM HUKOIJIa He UCIIOMHSIOT 3TH (PyHKLMU Oe3
AKTUBHOTO [IPUCYTCTBHUS U y4acTusl IByX APYrux. 3HaTb Mucyca —
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sHaunt 31ath Otua (cT. 9). OTel N0IHOCTHLIO YUaCTBYeT U B CJI0BAX,
koTopble Mrcyc rogopu, 1 B fenax, Kotopbie OH cosepuar (cr. 10).
[Tocse Toro kak Mucyc Bocxomut Ha He6o, 1 OH, 1 Otel akTHBHO
OTBEYAIOT Ha MPOCBObl YUEHHUKOB, KOTOPbIe MOJIATCS B UMeHH Mucyca
(c1. 13-14; cp. Mn. 15:16). TTono6HbIM 06pasoM, Koria Mucyc rosoput o
TOM, UTO MOLLJIET «IPYTOro yTEILIUTe/IsI», Mbl BUIUM i SICHOE CJIEOBAHHE
Jlyxa 3a CplHOM B poJiit 00yueHHs ¥ BOIUTEJIbCTBA YUEHHUKOB, U ICHOE
akTHBHOe nprcyTersre ChiHa B pabote [lyxa (cT. 18: «4I He ocTaBmo Bac
cupoTamy; S IPUXOKY K BaM» ), Tak ke Kak paHee JlyX akTHBHO
npucyTcTBoBa B padote Ceina (c1. 17: «Bel sHaete Ero, notomy uro Ou
[ceituac — B ciry>KeHuu XpucTa)] peGhBaeT ¢ BaMu»).

Hexoropsle ToskytoT o6etianre HMucyca npuiiti k Ero yyennkam
KaK yKasaHue Ha Ero nosisiieHre B BocKpeceHHH Wi Ha Bropoe
[Tpuectsue. laxe yUnTbIBas OXHO U3 STHUX TOJKOBAHHH, HEJb3sT
OTIPOBEPTHYTb API'yMeHT, KOTOPBIX 51 TIPUBOKY U3 14-11 ry1aBel EBaHre st
oT MoaHHa, 0 6,1M3KOM OTOXKIECTB/ICHHH TPEX JIMUHOCTEH, TIOCKOJ/IbKY
TaKMM OTOKIIECTBJIEHHEM [IPOHKM3aHA Besl Iv1aBa. OHAKO KOHTEKCT
nozckasbiBaeT, 4yto Mucyc rosopur o npuxoze Cssroro [lyxa. 1o Tema
CTHXA, CTOSILLIETO TIPSIMO ITePel STUM YTBEP2KIEeHHEM, U KOTA@ B CT. 22
Wyna (ne Hckapuor) cnipaumisaet Mucyca, nouemy OH otkpoet Ce6st
yueHHKaM, a ne Mupy (umest B Buny cioBa Mucyca B ct. 19, uto «emé
HEMHOr0 — 1 Mup MeHsi yKe He BAIWT, a Bbl BUTe Mensi»), Mucyc He
0OBSICHSIET ITO CJIOBAMH, ONHCHIBAIOLLMMH Ero nosiBieHue B
BOCKDECEHHH, a PacKpbiBaeT, uto OH 1 OTel IPUIYT K TOMY, KTO JIIOOUT
Ero u cobsmonaet Ero c/ioBo, 1 «cies1atoT y Hero oouTe by —
BHYTpeHHee 00HUTaHHE, KOTOPOe MOXKHO TTOHSITb TOMBKO KaK HEUTO
TOXKECTBEHHOE BHYTpeHHeMY o6HTaHHI0 Casitoro Jlyxa.

Mel1 BUMM, 4TO, B TO BpeMsi Kak B EBaHresmsix padora
JIOMOCTPOUTE/IBHOH TPOULIBI OTOXKAECTBJIAETCS TO C OIHOH, TO C APYTOH
JITYHOCTBIO, IOI0OHOE OTOXKIECTBJIEHHE HU B KOEM CJTyuae He
UCKJIIOYaeT y4acTHs ABYX APYTHX B TOH xKe paboTe X MHOTIA OUH WK
06a 0CTaBLIMXCST KOHKPETHO OTOYKIECTBJSIOTCS C 3T0l padoToi (3a
UCKJIIOYEHHEM TaKUX YHHKAJIBHBIX poJiel, Kak OTeLl, TOChUIAIOIIN
CerHa, CpIH, yMUpAIOLIMH 32 HALIY IPexH, U JlyX, IPOC/IaB/IsIOmMUH
Xpucra).

B INocnanusix Mbl TakzKe 4acTo BUIMM 9TO OTOXKIECTBJIEHHE OIHOH
602KeCTBEHHOM JIMUHOCTH C OTJIMUUTE/ILHBIMK POJISIMHU IPYTOTrO.
Crenytomui oTpbiBok U3 cbMa [ 1L, moarotosinenHoro aJist
Dy.11epoBCKOH 6OrOC/I0BCKOH CeMHHAPHH, IPUBOIUT HEKOTOPbIE U3
9THX TekcToB [1aBna, BeparkaeT Ux BaxkHOCTb B 6orocsiosuu [ 1L 1
TIPUBOIUT MHOTO LIUTAT U3 paboT YuTHecca JIu 1 yBaKaeMbIX
60roc/I0BOB, YTOO! 0GBSICHUTD, IIOUeMy B BHO/IHY eCTb OCHOBaHHe 15t
TaKOI0 OTOXK/IECTBJICHUS JINYHOCTEH:

KrmodeBoe cpenoToure Halero cIyKeHHst — 3TO
TnepeKUBaHHe XPUCTa BEPYIOLLMMH, X UMEHHO C TOUKH 3peHHst
Tepe>KUBAHHST Mbl TOJIKYeM TakHe CTHXH, Kak 1 Kop. 15:45
[ITocnennwit Anam ctan xkuotBOpsumM Jyxom» | u 2 Kop. 3:17
[«A Tocrions ectb JIyx»|. Mbl oHMMaeM, 4To B BOCKPECEHUH
XPHCTOC MPUXOIMUT K BEPYIOLIMM U OCYLLIECTBIISIET BCE IEHCTBHE
B0oxKbero MosiHOro craceH st B >KUBOTBOpsiiLieM Jlyxe 1 uepe3
JKUBOTBOpsitLero Jlyxa. F3-3a 3Toro Mel BUIMM B HOBO3aBETHBIX
[Tocnanusix nonuépkHyTOE OTOXKAECTBIEHHE XpHCTa ¢ JlyxoMm, HO
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He JI0 TaKOH CTeMeHH, UTOOb! yCTPaHUTb UX Pa3/IHUMs B
BoxxectBenHo Tpowiie, a COrIacHO MX B3aUMOIIPHUCY TCTBYIOILIEMY
CYILIECTBOBAHHMIO U IEUCTBHIO B BEPYIOLIHX. ..

...CBel1ylLie UMTaTE T HCTOPUIECKOTO OOTOC/IOBHSI 3HAIOT,
yro Wpunest, Teprysuinana, ABrycTHHA U MHOTHX JPYTHX
OIHO3HAYHO OPTONOKCABHBIX YUUTE/IEH MOXKHO HCTOJIKOBATH KaK
HOCHTeJIel 60roc/IoBHSI € IOKTPHHAIBHBIMU OTKJIOHEHHSIMH, HO B
UX [TMCAHMUSIX €CTh YPABHOBEIIUBAIOLIHE OTPLIBKH,
TIOATBEPKIAIOIIHE X OPTOIOKCHIO. ¥ YuTHecca JIu TakKe ecTb
YPaBHOBELIMBAOLIME OTPHIBKH, KOTOPbIE PEIKO MYOIHUKYIOTCS B
«10Ka3aTeJIbCTBAX» €r0 KaXKyIIeHncst HeOPTOIOKCATLHOCTH. Mbl
XOTHM MPUBECTH [IBa [I0KA3aTeIbHbIX OTPBIBKA, KOTOPbIE
YKasbIBaIOT Ha ero B3risi1 Ha XpucTa u Jlyxa:

Arot Xpucroc cerac sisieTcst ['ocrnonom Ha Hebecax B TO
ke Bpemst Jlyxom BHyTpH Hac. «A Tocroms ects Jlyx» (2 Kop.
3:17). Kak T'ocnionb, OH HaxonuTest Ha Hebe. Kax Jlyx, Ou
HaxozuTcst BHyTpH Hac. Haxonsics Ha Hebecax, OH
ucro/b3yer CBOE rpaB/ieHNe, IJIABEHCTBO U CBSILLEHCTBO. ..
Bcé, uto OH ocyiiectsier Kak ['ocrions, OH npuUMeHsieT K
nam kak Jlyx. (The Heavenly Ministry of Christ, 69-70)

Hexkotopsle 13 TeX, KTO mpounTaeT 310 ¢/10B0 0 [lyXe Kak
apyrom ¥ tetnrese u Jlyxe Kak fblxaHHH XpUCTa,
BO3MO2KHO, CIIPOCsIT: «Pa3Be Bbl He BepUTe B TO, UTO
Xpucroc u Jlyx — 370 pasiuuHble MUHOCTH? Pa3Be Bl He
BepuTe B T0, uTo XpHcroc u [lyx — 310 1Boe?» Jla, 51 Bepto
B TO, UTO, €CJIH PACCMaTPUBATh 3TO C ONHOH TOUKH 3PEHHS],
BHeIIIHeH, 00beKTUBHOM TOUKM 3peHusi, Xpucroc u Jyx —
370 1Boe. OHAKO, eC/IM PACCMATPHUBATB 9TO C APYTOH TOUKH
3peHus, BHyTpeHHeH, CyObeKTHBHOH TOUKH 3peHus, Jlyx,
BTOPOU ¥ TEIIUTE/b — 3TO IbIXaHHe XPHUCTa, IePBOro
Yrewmress. Takum 06pa3oM, ¢ BHyTPeHHEH TOUKH 3peHHs
Xpucroc u Jlyx sisasiores onaum. (The Fulfillment of the
Tabernacle and the Offerings in the Writings of John, 588)

Ecsiv He BnaBaThes B IVTyOOKHH aHa/IN3, MOXKHO YBHIETb, UTO
Yurnecc JIu npupepxuBascs Barsiaa, uto Xprucroc u Jlyx
Pa3/IMUMMBL; OJIHAKO, CJIELyst 32 HOBO3aBeTHbIMH [loc/iaHusIMY, OH
TIOHHMaJI X YUMJI TOMY, UTO B HallleM XPHCTHAHCKOM [IePe>KUBAHUN
(IpUTOM MMEHHO OHO, a He GOroC/IOBCKAst CHCTEMATH3aLIMs] ObLIO
CPEJIOTOUMEM €r0 CJTy?KeHHsT) BOCKPELIEHHBIH XPHCTOC 4acTo
OTOKZIECTBJISIETCS € 2KUBOTBOPSILIM JlyXoM.

[TockoJ/ibKYy 3TO OJHA U3 T€M, KOTOPbIE TPUBEJIH K
HauOoJbllIed KPUTHKE ydeHHUs1 Y UTHecca JIu, Mbl
4yBCTBYEM, UTO BaXKHO J0OABUTb HECKOJIBKO LIUTAT APYTUX
aBTOPOB Ha TY XKe TeMy. YueHue YuTHecca JIu Ha 3Ty TeMy
MOJKHO CUMTATh HETPAIULHOHHBIM U Ia’Ke CIIOPHBIM, HO,
JeJ1ast TaKKe BBIBOJIbL, OH ONpe/iesIéHHO He OfuHOK. [To
KpaWHel Mepe OJMH U3BECTHBIH COBPEMEHHBIH OOTOCJIOB,
JNOCTOHHBIN ynomMuHauusi, — 3to Jlkeimc JlaHH,
paccMaTpuBalOIMK Te XKe oTpblBKH [IncaHus, K KOTOPBIM
yacTo obpautancs YurHecc Ju:



...ITaBen otoxxnecTBisieT peBo3HecéHHOro Mucyca ¢

JIyxoM — He ¢ IyXOBHBIM CYLLIECTBOM... HJIH TyXOBHbIM
U3MepeHreM WK cepot... a ¢ Jyxom, CBATbIM JLyXoM...
VIMMaHeHTHas! XPUCTOJIOTHST CTOUT 32 THEBMATOJIOTHEO
[TaB1a; B epeXMBaHNN BEPYIOLLIETO Hem PA3IM4Hst MEXKITy
Xpuctom u [lyxom. D10, KOHEUHO, He 03HauaeT, 4to [1aBes He
TIPOBOMUT pas/uuust Mexxay XprctoM u [lyxom. (The Christ
and the Spirit, vol. 1, Christology [Grand Rapids, MI:
W.B.Eerdmans, 1998], 164-165)

Y.I'. I'puchpur Tomac, ©3BeCTHBINA GOrOC/IOB TIPOLLJIOTO
TIOKOJIEHHSI 1 TOT, KOro YuTHecc JIu 4acTo LTHpOBas B
OTHOLLEHNH TpOHLbL, TAKXKe OTMeUaeT TBOUCTBEHHOCTh
602KeCTBEHHOH UCTHHBI, IPUBOJIS TIPH STOM 3aMeyate/IbHOe T10
CBOEH SICHOCTH H B TO K€ BPeMsi KPaTKOe H3JI0KeHHe
oToxnecTBIeHus Xpurcra u lyxa:

BazkHO TILATeIbHO COXPaHSTh 00€ CTOPOHBI ITOH UCTHHBI.
Xpuctoc 1 JlyX OTJIMHAI0TCS U IPH 9TOM SIB/ISIOTCS OTHUM U
TeM 2Ke; OHH OJHO U TO Ke M TIPH STOM Pas/IHUaloTCsl.
Boamo:xHo, Jydliiee BbIpaxKeHHe, KOTOPOE MBI MOZKEM
TIPUBECTH, COCTOUT B TOM, UTO, B TO BPeMsl KaK UX
JIMYHOCTHOCTb HUKOIJIA He SIBJIAeTCs MIeHTHUHOH, UX
npucytcTBye Beerna uaentrdro. (The Holy Spirit, [Grand
Rapids, MI: Kregel, 1986; reprint of The Holy Spirit of God,
4th ed., Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans, 1913], 144)

W3 aTux uurar, a TakxKe U3 BCEro CIykeHus Y utHecca JIu
OYEBHU[IHO, UTO 3TO OTOXK/ECTBIEHHE MeXKIy XPHCTOM U [lyxom
CYILECTBYET TOJILKO B Cpepe MepeKUBaHUS XPUCTa BEPYIOLIUMH, a

He B BoxxbeM MMMaHeHTHOM cyliiecTBoBaHHH. ['eHpu Cyut
TIOATBEPKIAET Ty 2Ke CaMYI0 MbICJIb:

Jlyx B cBOeil paboTe npakTH4YecKy kBUBaeHTeH Mucycy
Xpucrty... rie obmananue Jlyxom XpucTa iCHO CUATAETCST
PaBHOLIEHHBIM BHYTpeHHeMY o6uTaHHio Camoro Xpucra...
«Tocnonp dyx» (1.e. Xpucroc B cusie CBoe# IpocIaBIeHHOM
KU3HH) Ha PAKTHKe PaCCMATPUBAETCS KAK OIHO M TO XKe.
(The Holy Spirit in the New Testament, [London; New York:
Macmillan, 1912], 306)!!.

M1 yBuziesd, uto [TucaHust SICHO OTOXKIECTBISIIOT TPH JIMUHOCTH
TpouLip! Apyr ¢ APYroM BO MHOTHX MPOSIB/IEHHSIX IOMOCTPOUTE/BHOM
Tpower. OgeBrnHO, yto MHOrHe KputhKH [ 111 13 urcsia eBaHre/mcToB
He TIOTHOCTBIO IIEHST 3TOT GubJTercKui (paxt. Kpome Toro, cormacHo
JIOKTPHHE B3aUMOTIPHCYTCTBHsI (KOTOPYIO GOroOC/IOBbI HACTO HASBIBAIOT
«B3aMMOIMPOHMKHOBEHHEM» ), B TPOHIIE eCTh OHTOJIOTHUECKOe
000CHOBaHHe JIjIs1 TAKOTO IOMOCTPOUTEILHOTO OTOXKIECTBIEHHS TPEX
JINYHOCTEH, U MHOTHE €BAHTeJ/IMCTBI TAKKE YITCKAIOT ero. Eci NoHsTh
3TY UCTHHY, OHa MOKeT OKa3aTb OFPOMHYIO [IOMOLLb B PeLLIeHUH
npo6semsl, KoTopyto I1L] TouHO MOAMETH/IN B CeroaHsIIHeN 3arnafHoH
uepkBu. Celuac Mbl eperiéM K JOKTPHHE B3aUMOIIPUCYTCTBHS, HO
CHauaJsia He0OXOIMMO KOe-UTO CKasaTh 00 3TOH IpobJieMe.

OTBETHbIN TPUHUTAPUAHCKUI BbI3OB: YeMy eBaHresIMCThbl
MOryT HayuuTbCA y YuTHecca Jln
Kak Mbl yBHIe/M U3 LIUTAT, IPUBENEHHBIX B «OTKPBITOM HCHME»
TIOMEeCTHBIM LIEPKBSIM, Y uTHecc JIu yKe ykasan Ha npobiemy: «/1yx,
COIVIAaCHO TPAAULUMOHHOMY MBILIJIEHHIO, BXOIWUT B BEPYIOIIHX, B TO BDEMA
Kak Orter1 1 CbIH 0CTAIOTCS Ha TIPECTOJIe. BepyIoluX y4ar, MoJIsich,
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Heyxeau Te, KTO COCTaBUJI

1 noanucana «OTKpbITOE

ITNCBMO», I[eflCT BUTCJIBHO XOTAT

CKa3arThb, 4To, Korja /lyx Bxoaur

B Bepyromux, Oren v CoIH

OCTAIOTCH Ha MpecToJie?

ckyIoHsThCst lepent OTLoM U MosuThest B uMenH ChiHa. Paciieriienve
BozkectBa Ha Tpu otaesbHbIe JIMUHOCTH — 3TO He OTKPOBEHHE
Bubmun...»

HagepHoe, JIu nomxen 6611 c(hopMyTHPOBATE CBOIO
03a60ueHHOCTb G0J1ee OCTOPOXKHO. HeT HUYero HerpaBUIILHOTO B TOM,
YTO BepyIoLMX y4ar Mosuthest Oty B MMeHH CblHa; 3TO TO, K YeMy
npusbBan Cam Mucyc (Mu. 16:23), u JIu He IpOTHBOCTOSLT 3TOMY, MO0
OH CaM Y4HJI 3TOMY'?,

OpnHako Jaxke 13 HeGOJIBLIOTO MaTeprala, IIpeICTaBIeHHOrO B
«OTKpPBITOM MUCbMe», TOMKHO ObITh OUEBHUIHO, YTO JIH ObLIT 00ECMOKOeH
TPoeO0KHEM; TapaIOKCaIbHO, HO (haKT: «OTKPbITOE MTUCbMO» IPUBOIUT
MMEHHO 3Ty LIUTATY KaK [0Ka3aTe/IbCTBO HEOPTOIOKCAIBHOTO YUEHHS
JIn. Heyxxesut te, kT0 coctaBui v noanucain «OTKPbITOe MTHCHMO»,
NEACTBUTEJIBHO XOTSIT CKa3aTh, YT, Koraa JlyX BXOIUT B BEPYIOLHX,
Oren v CoiH ocTatoTesi Ha ipectosie? Heyzkes oHY IeHCTBUTETBHO
CpaXKaroTCs 32 TO, UTO pacllenieHre boxkecTa Ha TPH OTHE/BHbBIE
JIMUHOCTH — 3TO OTKpoBeHue bubmu? Ecsu 970 Tak, To co3HaTeIbHbIX
XPHUCTHaH J0/DKHbI 6ECTIOKOUTb UX COOCTBEHHBIE BepoyueHHs 0 Tpowie.

Uro6e! sydrie mposicHUTh rosuuvio [1L1 cnenyer otMeTHTs, 4TO
OHH BepAT B IIPUHLIMII, KOTOPbIH 6orocsioB Po6ept ['oBeTT HasBan
«IBYCTOPOHHOCTbIO BozkecTBeHHON McTHHBI», coracHO KOTOpOMy
Boxkbe oTKpoBeHHEe XapaKTepHbIM 06pa30M HMeET JIBe CTOPOHBI K BaXKHO
TIOJIHOCTBIO IPUHUMATH 0G€ CTOPOHBI U YUNTh UM'3. DTO 0GBSACHSIET,
T0YeMY YacTO 32 PaIMKaIbHBIMU 1 CIIOPHBIMH YTBEPKAeHHAMY JI1 He
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CJIefIOBJIM Ha TIePBBIH B3IVIS Hafl/lerKalllfie OTOBOPKH: OH He XOTeJT
MPUYMEHbBLIATb IOHOTY U CUJTy OIHOTO acrekKTa 6UOIeHCKON HCTUHBL
(Hanpumep, enmHcTBa Bora), C/MIIKOM TOCTIENIHO YPaBHOBELIMBAs! €70
TIPOTHBOTIONOKHBIM acriekToM (Hampumep, TpordHocThio Bora), u
TI03TOMY YacTO OH JIe/aj 3TO B IPYTOE BPeMsl.

Pazymeercs, [1L] Morti 1 TO/KHBI ObLIH C GOJTBLIEN
TLIATE/IBHOCTBIO O0BSICHSAT HIOAHChI CBOMX CIIOPHBIX Y4eHHH
HEeJI0BEPUMBbIM 2KUTeJIIM 3ariajia, Ho TeM He MeHee 3TO IEMOHCTPUPYET,
YTO OHH He NIPOTHBOPEYHJIU cele, KaK MpeoaralT HX KpUTHKH. OHK
TIOC/IeIOBATE/IBHO YTBEPIKAAJH, UTO TPH JIMUHOCTH BozkecTBa BeuHO
Pa3/IMYMMBI MEKITy COOOH, IIPH STOM IOC/IEI0BATE/IBHO OTPULIAsE, YTO
OHM pa3jie/IeHb! APYT C APYTOM.

Eciu 910 HabJ1I0/1eHYe Ha TIepBbIH B3IVISL [IOKa3blBaeT PasJ/HuHe,
He CO3[1aBasi Pa3HULIBL, TO CJIeAyeT IIyGaKe U3YUUThb ITOT Borpoc. [axke
ecsiv Obl CJI0BaPb aHIVIMFCKOTO 513blKa IaBaJl OIMHAKOBOE OIpelie/ieHre
JIBYM T€PMHHAM, OCTa&TCsT Ba2KHBIH BOIPOC: KaKOe OIpe/esieHHe JaloT
9THM TEPMHHAM <«TIOMeCTHble LIePKBH» ? OHAKO TOJKOBbIH CJIOBaPh
aHIJIHICKOrO s3bIKa «American Heritage Dictionary» cornainaercst ¢
[1LL B TOM, YTO B HCIO/IB30BAHNH ITHX ABYX TEPMHHOB €CTh
CYLLECTBEHHbIE PA3/IHYHSE:

1. Tleppoe (1 emMHCTBEHHOE IPUMEHHMOE 3€Ch) OTPEMIEJIEHNE,
KoTopoe ciioBapb «American Heritage Dictionary» naér cioBy
«Pa3IUUUMBIA» — «JIETKO OTJIMYMMbIH OT OCTA/IbHBIX; 000COOIEHHBIM».

2. Uro KacaeTcs ¢/10Ba «PasieNbHbIi», TO 31€Ch PUMEHHUMBI /1Ba



TepBbIX ONpe/eJIeHHs], KOTOpble aéT cioBapb «American Heritage
Dictionary»: a) «OTHeJISIeMBIH WIIH OTIE/IEHHbIH; pacuIeHEHHBIN»; 6)
«CYILIECTBYIOLIMI KaK HEUTO HE3aBHCHMOE».

TwatenbHas nomnbiTKa MOHATH mydmukaruy [1L ¢ ux »ke mosuumit
Hen30eKHO NPUBENET K IOHUMAHHIO, YTO COIEPKALIIMECS B HUX PE3KHe
BbICKa3bIBaHHsI, HAIOMHHAIOLLIE MOJIA/IM3M, SIBJISFOTCS peakiier Ha
YKJIOH B CTOPOHY TPOeBGO0XKHsl, C KOTOPBIM JIH 1 €ro cooTeuecTBEHHUKH,
KaK UM Ka3aJ10Ch, CTOJIKHYJIMCh Ha 3ariajie ¥ KOTOPBIA OHH CTPEMHJIHCh
UCTIPaBuUTh. [leHCTBUTE/BHO, HEKOTOPbIE 3amajiHble GOr0CJIOBbI IPULLITH
K TOMY 2Ke 3aK/TIOUEHHIO O COBPEMEHHOM eBaHre i3Me ', 1 ToT hakT, 4To
Pa3HHLA MEXTTY «Pa3/MIMMBIM» U «Pa3fieMMbIM» He [IPU3HAETCS faxKe
6OroCI0BaMH U aHTHKYJIbTOBBIMHU aIlOJIOreTaMH, CBSI3AHHBIMHU C
«OTKDBITBIM ITHCEMOM», CKOP€e BCETo, NOKPEIUISeT 9TO ONaceHHe.

Pasymeetcst, 6osbliiasi yacTb 3anafHbIX XPUCTHAH — 3TO He
HaCTOsILIME MPUBeP2KeHLIbl TpoeGoxkus (Bepsiiume, 4to TpoHIa COCTOUT
U3 TPEX OT/EIbHBIX 60roB). ONHAKO CKIANBIBAETCS BIIEUATIEHHE, UTO
MHOTH€ U3 HUX HEMOC/IeI0BATE/IbHO PHUEPKUBAIOTCS YOEXKIEHHH O
Bore, KoTopble nopasymeBaioT TpoeGoKHe.

Bynyun BepeH cBoeMy yOexKIeHHIO O ABYCTOPOHHOCTH
BoxxectBenHoi Merunbl, JIu yauit: «HToGb! IPaBUIBHO AepKaThCst
GUO/IEHCKON HCTHHBI, Mbl JIOJIKHBI IepKaThest 06enx eé cropoH. Yucroe
oTkposeHue o Tpuenrnom bore B Bubimu 3aH1Maet LieHTpanbHOe
TIOJIOXKEHHE MEXKLY IBYMst KDaHHOCTSMH — MOZIaTM3MOM 1
TpoeGorkuem»'®. C tourn spenust JIu, [1L] mommep:xuBasi 310
PaBHOBECHE, 2 MHOTHE EBaHIe/IUCTbl — HeT. DTO, Kak yTBepxkaau [1L1
SIBJISIETCS OIHON M3 TIPUUKH, BbI3bIBAIOLLMX OCYKIEHHE MX YYEHHS:
TIpUBEPKEHLAM TPOeOOXKHST CBOMCTBEHHO MPE/ICTABIISITH 3IPABOe
TPUHUTAPUAHCTBO KaK MOJIa/I3M, 8 MOA/JMCTaM CBOHCTBEHHO
TPEACTAaB/IATh 31PaBOE TPUHUTAPHAHCTBO KaK TPoeboKHe.

A renepb u L], ¥ MX KPUTHKAM HY>KHO C[IeJIaTh Lar Ha3al i
clienath NyGoKuE BIoX. O6enM CTOpoHaM HEOOXOIMMO TIPH3HATb, UTO
CKAOHAMbCA K KPAHHOCTH U NPUHUMAMb €8 — 3TO HE OJIHO U TO K€.
OprozoKcasibHble XPUCTHAHE, KOHEUHO, coryiacsitesi ¢ JIu, 4to Ham
HeoOXOIMO HalTH Hajlexkalllee PaBHOBECHE MKy MOJATH3MOM
TPOe6OKHEM; BOIPOC JIUILb B TOM, YTOOBI [IOHSATb, IIe HAXOIUTCS 3TO
paBHOBeCHe, U B 3TOM KaK pa3 U COCTOSIIO 3aTPy/IHEHHe Ha MIPOTSKEHHH
LIepKOBHOH UCTOPHH. Ec/Ti paccMaTprBaTh HCTOPHUECKYIO OPTOIOKCHIO,
Bocrounoe npaBocsiaBre Goiibliie CKIOHSAETCS K TPOeO0XKHIO, 8 PUMCKHH
KaTOJTUIM3M — K MOJA/IM3MY, HO IPAKTHUECKH HH OJIUH Jlarepb He
o6BHHsIeT Apyroi B epeck 0 Tpoutie. Takum xKe 06pa3oM MOKHO
BbIIBMHYTb apryMeHT, uto [1L] CKIOHSI0TCS K MOZIa/Iu3My, HO apryMeHT,
YTO OHHM MOJQJIUCTBI, IPOCTO HE BbIIEPIKUBAET HUKAKOH KPUTHKH.

A uto MOXKHO CKa3aTh 0 3asiBnenusix J1u, 4ro Coi — 310 OTel n
Jlyx? MHorue KpUTHKH BOCIIPUHSIIA 3TO KaK yOeIUTe IbHEeHIIee
JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBO TOr0, YTO OH MOAAJHCT. [T0CKOJIbKY MHOTHE pearupyoT
uMeHHO Tak (¢ 310 nousitHo), XM nocosetosan 1L Bosnep>kaThest O
TaKKX 3asiB/IeHNH. BaxKHO, 4T0OBI yueHHst IPYIIbl ObLIN ICHBIMH VIS
nonnmanust. Ho nake ecom I mponrHopupytoT Halll COBET, ucmuna
8CE pasHo npesblule 6ceeo, U Koraa JIu yreepKial CyliecTBOBaH e
TPEX BEYHO Pas/IMUMMbIX JIMUHOCTEH B BoxxecTBe, OH 3as1BJ1s1 O CBOEH
HCTHHHOU Bepe. Kpome Toro, korna oH yTBepxKaasn, uro Tponua — 3To
OJHA JINYHOCTb, OH He BCTYTIa B Ipy6oe MPOTHBOPeUHe C CaMHUM COOOH.
Hanporus, oH nbrrasics samututb 6orocsiosre 1L oT Mbicn o

pasjiesbHOCTH cyluecTsa (TpoeGoxKust), KOTOPOe OTEHLMAIBHO HeCET B
cebe CJI0BO «IMUHOCTb.

Kax mer yBunenu, JIu sicHo yunn Tomy, uto Tponiia cocTouT n3
TPEX Pa3NUUUMBIX JINYHOCTEH, HO B IPYTHX MeCTaX OH BblpaXkaeT
COMHEHHs1 10 MOBOJLY MCIIOJIb30BaHHs1 9T0ro TepmuHa', Hanprmep:

Ha camom zieste, ucronb3oBanue onpesiesieHust «tpy JINUHOCTH»
17151 oobsicHenust Orua, CbiHa 1 Jlyxa Takke He BIOJIHE
VIOBJIETBOPHTEJIBHO, TIOTOMY YTO «TPH JIMUHOCTH» Ha CaMOM JieJie
o3HauaeT Tpu JinuHocTH. [lostomy [pucppur Tomac (u3BecTHbIi
CBOMM TOJIKOBaHHEM K [10C/IaHHIO K pUMJISIHAM) B CBOEH KHHTe
«[TpuHIMMIE! 60rOC/IOBHS» B CBOEH MyIPOCTH Hanucas o Tpouue B
Boxectse: «MHorna npuBoasiTesi BO3paxKeH!s! U IPOTHB
UCII0/Ib30BaHHs! TepMHHA «JIMdHOCT». Kak 1 Bech uesioBeyecKnil
SI3BIK, €r0 MO?KHO OOBHHHTD B HEIOCTATOUHOCTH H IAKE B
orr6ouHoCcTH. Ha HEM HU B KoeM cTyuae HeJlb3si HACTauBaTh,
HHaue 3TO MPUBEIET K TPOEGOXKHIO» 7.

Mbei He ocMmesnrBaeMcst yTBepzKaaTh, uto Otelt, CbiH U Jlyx — 3T0
TPH JINUHOCTH, H MBI TAKXKE HE OCMEJIMBAEMCST YTBEPIKIATh, UTO
9TO He TaK, TIOTOMY YTO Ha CaMOM JieJie 310 TaiHa's,

CkJ/1anpIBaeTcsl BrieyaT/ieHHe, YTO Mbl, PEICTaBUTENN
AHTHKYJIbTOBBIX KPYTOB, MOXKEM HayUHThCst 4eMy-TO y JIH B 5TOM
OTHOLIEHHH. B To BpeMsi Kak Mbl CTapa/Iich onucath TpouLly Tak, 4ToObl
3TO MOIVIM JIETKO TIPHHATb MACChI X YTOOBI 3TO CPa3y XKe MCKIIOYHIIO
3a6.tyknenns apuanctsa (nanpumep, Ceunetener Herosbr) n
Mona/ama (Hanpuvep, OGbeTUHEHHOM ISTHIECATHAUECKOM LIEPKBH),
MBI, BO3MOKHO, CJIMLLIKOM CHJIBHO I0JIara/Iich Ha KpaTKHe orpelie/IeHNs
Tpoutipl, TaKHe Kak «0IuH Bor B TPEX TMUHOCTSIX» UK «TPH JIAYHOCTH B
OJTHOH TIPHPOJIE».

Ec/i MBI cunTaii, 4TO 3TO EAMHCTBEHHOE, UTO HAM HYKHO
roBopuTh 0 Tpowite, Mbl ObITH HAaUBHEL. [ 7ie ell1é B ue/T0BeueCKOH KU3HH
MOKHO CTOJIKHYTBCSI C JIMYHOCTSIMH, KOTOPble OHOBPEMEHHO He
SIBJISFOTCS YEM-TO OT/IE/IBHBIM OT BCEX APYTHX JMUHOCTEN? EC/IH MBI
TpejyiaraeM XpHCTHAHaM JIHLLb TaKHe IPOCThIe (POPMYJIHPOBKH, CTOUT
JIU YIUBJISITBCS, ECJIM OHU CTAHOBSITCSI TIPUBEPXKEHLAMH TPOEOOXKHS 10
KpakHe! Mepe B HEKOTOPBIX CBOMX NPeCTaBieHUsIX? CTOUT JIM CHIIBHO
VIWMBJISITECS, €CJTH HEKOTOPbIe U3 HHUX CTAHYT PHIEPAKUBATHCS TTOJHOTO
Tpoe6oKus TaKnX yuuresner, kak Punuc [eiik, [Lxkuvmu Cparrepr,
Kenner Koymsnn v Bennut Xunu?

Bubsms ne npencrasiser Tpowily B TAKOM yNpoLIEHHOM Brze. B
TOM, KaK OHa OIHChIBaeT B0KeCTBO, eCThb 3/1eMeHT TaHHb; U € TPYLHO
Pa3JIO2KHUTB T10 M0JIOYKAM, KaK ¥ TPUHUTapHOe yueHue YurHecca JIn!
Harprmep, eBaHre/IbCKre aHTHKYJIBTOBBIE aIlOJIOTEThbl YACTO CIOPSIT CO
Cauneresisivu Merosel, yTBep2Kzast, uto bubims oroxknecTsser
Hucyca c Meropoti, a Merosa (i SIxse) — 370 siuHoe uvs Bora. A
MHOTHie JTF M3 HUX OCTaHaBJ/IMBAIOTCS M 33/lyMbIBAIOTCS HaJl TeM (haKToM,
410 BUO/MS IPUMEHSIET OIHO JIMYHOE UMST KO BCEM MPEM INYHOCTSIM
Tpouuwr?'? Kpome Toro, Bubsmst (1 Mbl, XprcTHaHe, cieyeM 3a
Bub6.meit) 4acTo HCTOMb3yeT IMUHOE MECTOMMEHHE eTUHCTBEHHOTO
gncs1a «On» 17151 o6o3HadeHust TpuenyHoro bora, a He IpocTo OfHOM
JsiuHocTH B Tponue™.
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Bu6ius sicHo nokasbiBaeT, 4To B HEKOTOPOM CMBICJIe BCe TPH
JIMYHOCTH TPOHLIbI Pa3ZENSIOT eIHOE Au4HOoe UMst: fIxBe — Bor,
COOJTIONAIOIIHH 3aBeT, 0 KOM MbI COOTBETCTBEHHO roBOPHM «OH».
YTBep:KIaTh 3T0 — He 3HAUNUT CMeIIMBATh BeUHbIE U
JIOMOCTPOUTEJIbHBIE PA3/IMUHS, CylecTBYoLHe MexKIy OtroM, ChIHOM
u CesiteiM [lyxom. HampoTuB, Tem caMbIM coxpaHsieTcsi paBHO BayKHAst
6uO/IeHicKast ICTHHA O TOM, YTO OHH COCTABJISIIOT OJTHO BEYHOE
Cy111eCTBO, — HCTHHA, KOTOPYIO CTABHUT OJI YTPO3Y OMHCAHHE HX KaK
TPéX omoenvHbLx mraHOCTel. Te U3 HAC, KTO HCTIOB30BAJ CJIOBO
«OTHIeJIbHBIN» 151 0003HaUeHHsT IMYHOCTeH TPOHLIb, TOMKHBI
nobsarofiapuTh YuTHecca JIu 3a To, 4TO OH OTMETHI 3TO.

[Tpencrasnenus JIv o 3ToMy BOrpocy 04eHb MOX0KH Ha
npencTasJ/eHus 6orocsosa nosnHer Pechopmanmu Koprenyca Ban
Tuns, u xotst Ban Tuist KpUTHKOBa/IH 32 €ro B3MVIsHL, HUKTO, HACKOJIBKO
51 3Hat0, He 0OBUHSLI ero B epecu. Biorrep-6orocsioB @i I'oHe nuiet:

H36e:xath Mofauama 1 TPOeBGOXKHS TaK XKe CJI0ZKHO, KaK HAHTH
paBHOBeCHe MeXTy 3aKOHHUUeCTBOM 1 Ge33akoHneM. OmroKH
1pu (hopMyJIHPOBAHUH GUO/IEHCKHX JOKTPUH 0 TpoHLe HCXONAT U3
JKeJIaHHs CKasarh CJIMILKOM MHOro. BoamozkHo, noaxon Ban Tuis
cambl#t JTy4ini. OH oCcTaB/IseT pa3HorIacre HepaspelléHHbIM 1
coxpaHsieT noJiHyo TalHy Tpoutsl, yTBepzkaast, 4to bor — sto u
OJTHA JTMYHOCTb, X TPU JIMUHOCTH, HO B PasHBIX cMblcsiax. Baun Tumb
BbICTYTAET POTHB MBIC/IH O TOM, uTO «Bor» — 310 Hekoe
KauecTBO, KOTOPOe B PABHOU CTeNeHH Pa3[esIsioT TPH JIMIHOCTH B
Boxecrtse. To, uto ropopur [[1zxon] ®petim B sarmry Bana Tuis B
3ITOM BOIIPOCE, COEPKUT GoraToe OTKpoBeHHe. PopMyJHpOBKa
Bana Tu1s1 momoraeT HaM He YKJIOHUTBCS. HY K MOJQIU3MY, HU K
Tpoe6oxui0. bor — omuH, 1 Bor — 310 TpOE, HO B pasHbIX
cMbIcsiax (1 9TO He SBJSETCS MPOTHBOpeUHeM). A KaKUM HMEHHO
o6pasoM OH SIBJISIeTCST OIHUM U TPEMSI, Mbl He MOZKEM 1 He
JIOJDKHbBI TOBOPHTB?.

ManousBecTHasi, HO NOSIHOCTLIO Gubnenckas
AOKTPMHAa O B3aUMOMpPUCYTCTBUU

Kak YIIOMHWHAJIOCH BbILIE, JTYUIIUM ITPOTUBOSAIUEM [JIs1 CKIIOHHOCTH K
TPOeBOKHIO SBJISETCS IOHUMaHHe Ba2KHOH OMO/IEHCKOH JOKTPHHbI O
B3aUMOIPUCYTCTBUH. TPy TMUHOCTH TPOMLILI HUKOTIa He MOTYT ObITh
pasnesieHbl IOTOMY, YTO UX €AUHCTBO IMPUPO/BI ITOAPA3YMEBAET HEUTO
GosbllIee, 4eM MPOCTO 06/1a/IaHke OIMHAKOBLIMU KadecTBaMH (11o06H0
TOMY KaK JIOIU 00JIaAI0T OIMHAKOBBIMA KAUECTBAMH); OHO
TI0ZIpa3yMeBaeT CYIIeCTBOBAHHE HX KaK OJIHOTO LIeJI0r0, ¥ I03TOMY OHH
B3aHMMHO IMPOHU3bLIBAIOT APYT Apyra.

B cBoém nuchbMe, npectap/ieHHOM Pyi11epoBCcKoE 60roc/IoBCKOH
CEMHHApWH, HLI BITOJTHE SICHO ITOKa3bIBAOT CBOIO IMO3SUIIHIO K
000CHOBaHHE 3TOH MO3HLIMK B BOIIPOCE O B3aUMOIIPUCYTCTBUH:

B 10 Bpemsi KaK Mbl TBEPZIO CTOUM Ha TOM, YTO TPH JIMYHOCTH
BoxxectBeHHO! TpOMLIEI CYIIIECTBYIOT BEUHO U BEUHO PA3/IHUHMBbI,
MBI TAKXKE [IPU3HAEM, UTO MPH KAKIOM FBJIEHUH U PA3JTIHIUMOM
JIEHCTBUM K&KIIbIH M3 BCEX TPEX IEUCTBYET Hepasneaumo (Ho npu
5TOM pas/IMuKMMO)... YuTHecc JIu Beelle/io roJara/cst Ha Mbcb [0
B3aMMOITPUCYTCTBHH ], UTOGbI OGBSACHUTD, NoueMy Buus uHorna
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JIPYTOM:
...TepMHH «B3aHMOIPHUCYTCTBHE» PUMEHNTEJBHO K
Tpuenunomy Bory o3Hauaer, uto tpoe: Orel, CoiH 1 Jlyx —
CYILIECTBYIOT BHYTPH ApYT Apyra. [Ipexkne Bcero sTo
OCHOBaHO Ha ckazanHoM ['ocrionom Urcycom B EBanrenusix. .
[Tomumo M. 14:10 nomoGHble BhICKa3bIBAaHUsT HAXOASATCS B
14:20; 10:38 u 17:21, 23. Bce 3T11 11ATh CTHXOB YKa3bIBAIOT Ha
ToT (pakT, uto CbiH U OTelL CyIIECTBYIOT APYT B APYTe B OIHO
H TO 2Ke BpeMsi. DTH CTUXH BaXKHb! JUIs1 HALLIETO IOHUMaHHs1
TalHbI TOro, 4to boxkecTBeHHast Tpouuia siBIsieTcst TpeMs, a
taxxke omuuM. (The Revelation and Vision of God, 33-35)

[Toxxasyi, sydiiie Bcero TOHKHE HIOAHChI IBHBIX e U
Hepas/Ie/IMMbIX IEHCTBHH, KOTOpbIe Mbl BUIMM B TpOHLIe, OKA3aHb!
B M. 14:10: «PasBe Tb1 He Bepuilb, uTo [ B Ot1ie 1 Otel; Bo Mue?
CroBa, koTopble ¢ roopio BaMm, f roeopio He ot Ce6s1 — Orely,
npe6biBatoiwk Bo MHe, coBepiiaetr CBou nena». [Tockoseky CbiH
Haxomurest B Otue 1 Otew B ChiHe, TO ectb nockosbKy Otelt v CbiH
B3aUMOIPHCYTCTBYIOT, TO, YTO SIBHO U PA3/IMYUMO SIBJISIETCS IE/I0M
China («c/oBa, KoTopbie 51 roBopio Bam»), B paBHOF CTereHn
seaisiercst feiicterem Otia («Orer, mpeGbiBaroimi Bo Mue,
cosepiuaet CBOM Jie/1a»). YKasaHHe Ha T0106HOoe HepaseTuMoe
TeRCTBHe TPEX B pa3TuIrMoM fese Jlyxa MoxKHO HauTH B MH.
16:13-15...

[To npyunHe 9TON 3aMeyaTe/IbHOM peanbHOCTH
B3aHUMOINPHCYTCTBHS TPEX B Tporilie Mbl BepUM, 4T0 4acTo brbsmst
OTOXKIECTBJISIET UIIOCTACH APYT C APYTOM, HHOIZA K OTOPUEHHIO
CTOPOHHHMKOB MeHee TOUHBIX CHCTEM CHCTEMATHUECKOTO
6orocsioBHst. Ho He Bce CTOPOHHHUKH CHCTEMATHIECKOTO
60roc/10BUs1 HEBOCTIPMMMUKBEI K 9TOH peasibHocTH B bore:

OTO €IMHCTBO CYIHOCTH OOBSICHSIET TOT (DAKT, UTO, B TO
Bpemst kak Oret, CbiH 1 Csitolt [lyX B TOM, UTO KacaeTcst
UX JINYHOCTH, UMEIOT Pa3/IMUMMOe CYLIECTBOBAHHE,
CYILIECTBYET B3aUMHOE COOOLLEHHE MeKIY JTHIHOCTSIMU 1
HUMMaHEHTHOCTb OHOH 602KeCTBEHHOH JINUHOCTH B APYTOH,
YTO M03BOJISIET MIPUITUCHIBATE 0COOYIO paGOTy OIHOrO
JIIOOOMY U3 OCTaJIbHBIX IBOMX, H IPOSIBJIEHHE OJTHOTO
NpU3HaETCs Kak npos/eHye apyroro. To, kax ITucanue
TNPEeACTaBJISeT 3TO B3aUMHOE COOOLIEH e, He TT03BOJISET HaM
CUMTaTh pasnudue, HasbiBaeMoe OtrioM, CoiHOM 1 CBATBEIM
Jlyxom, ueM-To, 4TO IOPa3yMeBaeT pasfie/leHHe MexKIy
HHMH. DTO B3aHMHOE COOOLLIEHHE TAKXKe 0OBSCHSET,
noueMy XpHCToC HasbiBaeTcst «Jlyxom», a Jlyx — «Ilyxom
Xpucray, kak Harpumep B 1 Kop. 15:45: «[Tociennuit Anam
crast )kuBoTBopsimM Jyxom», u Bo 2 Kop. 3:17: «A Tocrionp
ectb Jyx...» JInunoctn Cesitort Tponusl — 310 He
MHIMBHUIYYMEL, KOTOPBIX MOJKHO OTIEJUTb APYT OT APYTa.
Kaxxziblit cBSI3aH ¢ IPYTUMH; IPUXOJ OTHOTO — 3TO TIPHXOL,
npyrux. Takum o6pasoM, npuxox Jlyxa no/KeH ObITb CBSI3aH
¢ npuxonom China. (A.H. Strong, Systematic Theology,
[Old Tappan, N.J.: Revell, 1960, c1907], 332-33).



[Tono6HbIM 06pa3oM Mbl TOHUMaeM, UTO U3-32 B3aUMOIIPUCY TCTBHS
B Tpontue CbiH, JaHHBIA HaM, IPUXOIUT K HAM, HeCs B Ka2KIOM
CaoéMm piene HepasnesmMoe aeicTBre Beuroro Otuia, 1 osTomy
MO2KeT ObITb Ha3BaH, Kak IpejckasbiBaet Mcarisi, Beunsiv Otrom.
Hawm ne Hy»KHO oTHOCHTB TTpopoyecTBo Mcaiin K BeTX03aBeTHOM
MeTagope, ¥ Mbl TaKXKe He JOKHbI CBOIMTb HA HET 9TOT OTPHIBOK
B €0 [0JTHOM XPUCTHAHCKOM 3HAU€HHH, TTOCKOIbKY MBI, KaK
XPUCTHaHE, IEP?KUMCS 9TOrO CTUXA KaK BIOXHOBJIEHHOIO
MPOpPOYeCTBa 0 BOMJIOMIEHHOM XpHcTe. BMecTo 3TOro Mbl XOTHM
TPEICTABUTD TOT OTPBIBOK B €r0 MOJTHOH CHUJIe, ToHUMast, 4To ChiH,
KOTOPBIH MPHILIEN K HaM B BorIoLeHuH, 611 B Otie, 1 uto Ero
JneJia ObLTH TakkKe nedcTBrsiMU Beuroro Ortiia?,

Ternepb MOXKHO JTyulIle IOHSIT yTBEP:KAeHH e J1u,
MPOLUTHPOBaHHOE B «OTKPBITOM MTHCbME», O TOM, UTO «...BC& BoxkecTBo,
Tpuenunbiit Bor, cran niotsio». CoctaBuresny «OTKPBITOro MHCbMa»,
CKOpee BCero, XOTST, YTOObI Mbl TIOBEPHJIH B TO, UTO JIH ydu
PaCILIMPEHHOH, TPUEIUHON BePCHHU TTAaTPUITACCHOHH3MA U OTPHLIAJ, YTO
BOIJIOTHJICS TOJIbKO ChIH, HECMOTPS! Ha IPUBEIEHHOE BbILLIE SICHOE
Y4eHwHe 0 TOM, 4T ToJIbKO ChIH CTaJ TIJI0ThIO, COBEpILIAJ JIe/1a «BTOPOrO
sTana» BoyKbero IOMOCTPOUTENBCTBA, YMep Ha KpecTe U BOCKpeC 13
MEpTBbIX. OIHAKO 0OpaTHTe BHUMAaHKE Ha TO, YTO LIMTaTa U3
«OTKpBITOrO MUChbMa» axKe He TIPUBOIHUT BCE MPeJyIoXKEeHHE [IEeTUKOM.
10T (paKT HMeeT BaYKHOE 3HAYEHHe, TOTOMY UTO, IPEIOCTABHB JIHILIb
1I1eCThb CJI0B M3 ab3atia, BKarouaromero 240 ¢jioB, COCTaBUTE/ N HE JAI0T
YUTATeJTI0 YBUAETD IVIABHYIO MBICJIb B TOM, 4TO roBOpUT JIu. KoHTekeTom
ab3alia SICHO U HCKJTIOUMTEJIBHO SIBJISIETCST B3aUMOIPUCYTCTBHE TPOHIIBL,
1 B 3TOM CMbICJIE U TOJILKO B 3TOM cMbicJie JIn Hamucas 3T 111eCTh CJIOB:
TIOCKOJIBKY OHH 00/1a1AI0T TAKKM €IMHCTBOM CYILIECTBA, HU OfIHA
JIyHOCTD TpOHLIbI HUKY/IA He IBHXKETCS K HUUETO He Jesiaet 6e3
TIPUCYTCTBHUS M YY4aCTHs OCTAIbHBIX IBYX JIMUHOCTeH. Korna aBTopa
OOBHHSIIOT Ha OCHOBAHUH HETIOTHOTO MPEJIOXKEHHS], 3TO TOJKHO
BbI3BATh I10/I03PEHHE Y JII060r0 TPOHHULATENILHOTO YHTATEST; B STOM
cydae fasbHeMIIee HCC/IeI0BaHHe MOATBEPAKIAET, UTO aBTOpa
JIEACTBUTEJILHO TTPOLIATHPOBAJH BHE KOHTEKCTA.

1 mymato, 4To 6bIJIO IPHBEIEHO I0CTATOUHO OKA3aTeIbCTB, UTOOI
peabuutrposath [ 111 B cBs3M ¢ 0OBHHEHHSIMU B epecH, OTKIOHEHHSIX,
JIBYTMYHOCTH ¥ POTHBOPEUHH caMuM cebe B oTHoLIeHuu Tpountisl. Mbt
B XU nprsnasmy, aro mel ommbouno o6Bunsimm [1L B Monamiame;
MoI06HBIM 06Pa30M 51 yBepeH, UTo Apyrye eBaHre/1bckue KputHkH 111,
HacTpPOEHHBIe GECTIPUCTPACTHO U OTKPBITHIE TSI HCTIPABJIEHHST, IPUIYT K
TaKOMY 2Ke 3aK/modeHuto. Camoe BayKHOe — 3TO UCTHHA, U TTOCTYTIKH
OT/Ie/IbHBIX JIIOIeH B MPOLL/IOM He BJIMSIIOT Ha He€; 110 9TOH IPUYHHE TOT
takr, uto [1L] uHOTIA pe3Ko pearrpoBay Ha MOIOGHbIE BOMHIOLLE
(hasbliMBbIe 0OBUHEHHS, He JIe/IaeT CaMy OOBUHEHHSI MeHee
BOIMHIOLIMMH HJTH (DasbILIHMBBIMU U He IO/DKEH BJIHSTH Ha 3aKIIOUeHHs], K
KOTOPBIM MPHUYT €BAHTeTHCTHI B 3TOM Borpoce®, Kak Mbl Bckope
YBUIMM, BHUMaTeJIbHOe uTeHue sintepatypsbl [1L] B KoHTEKCTE MPUBOIUT
K TeM 2Ke BbIBOJIaM B OTHOIIIEHHH OCTA/IbHBIX TKOObI HMEIOIIHXCST
6OrOCJIOBCKUX OIIMOOK, TIOKa3aHHBIX B « OTKPBITOM ITHCHME».
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Stands and Stays Part One (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 1982), 184.

Witness Lee, The Truth concerning the Trinity (Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1976, 1994), 32.
Lee, Revelation and Vision, 21.

TeKcTOB, MOATBEPKIAIOLINX 3T0, MHOTO, HO cp. Mc. 44:24 ¢ Uu. 1:3 n Beit. 1:2. Ecii Beestertyto
cotBopu oiuH SIxe, Torna Ceit 1 Cesitoi IyxX, KoTopble BMecTe ¢ OTLOM ObLIH Y4aCTHUKAMH
TBOPEHHSI, — TOKE JI0/KHbI ObITb SIXBe.

CM. IOMMMO MHOTHX TpuMepoB B Bubsun Brop. 4:35-39.

Gons, KaK LIATHPOBAJIOCH BBILLIE.

A Statement Concerning the Teachings of Living Stream Ministry, 9—11.

Ha camom aieste Goitee peskuid, yeM y GostbiiHeTBa rpyr, oteT I1LL Ha 0OBHHEHHS B epeck K
OTKJIOHEHHSIX MOYKHO OO BSICHUT TeM (paKTOM, UTO TH OOBHHEHHS! SIBIISTIOTCS JDKUBBIMU. CKIIa/IbIBAETCS,
BrieyarJ/ieHHe, 4TO HCTUHHbIe epETVIKVI CHOKOI;IHee anHVIMa}OT OﬁEMHEHVIﬂ B epeCl/I, TIOTOMY 4TO,
BO3MOKHO, Ha KAKOM-TO YPOBHE OHH 3HAIOT, 4T0 OOBHHEHHsI HCTHHHBI, WX B JIOOOM CJIy4ae OHH He
TPOSIBJISIOT [JIyOOKOH 3aHHTEPeCOBAHHOCTH B TOM, YTOObI COOTBETCTBOBATHL OHO/IEHCKMM HOPMaM H HX
6€CHOK0"’4CTBO 0 TaKHX OﬁBHHeHI/IﬂX BO3HHKaerT, CKOpee, TIOCTOJIBKY, MOCKOJIbKY HX VIHTepeCyeT Hx
B3aHMOCBS3b C 00LIeCTBEHHbIM MHeHHeM. OJIHaKo TpeJicTaBbTe cebe, UTo GbLIO Obl, €C/H Gbl By
MCTHHHO OPTOLOKCAJILHYIO LIEEPKOBb CTaIH bl BO BCEYCIIbILIAHHE OOBUHSITb B €DECH U B TOM, UTO OHA
ABJSIETCS Ky/IbTOM. Takoe 00BHHEHHe Ob110 Gbl TeM 60/1ee OOHIHBIM, UTO OHO SIBJISIETCSI JIOKHBIM H UTO
BaC, KaK eBAHIeJIMCTOB, OHO 3371610 Gbl 32 2kKBOe. [109TOMY MBI COBETYeM eBaHTeJIHCTaM PACCMATPHBATD
oty BenbwisunBocTs [1LL B ipyrom, Gostee cocTpasaTesbHOM CBETe.
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PART 3:

Addressing the

Open Letter s
Concerns:

On, the/Nature
of FHumanity




he next section of the Open Letter
begins with the heading “On the Nature of Humanity” and
reproduces the following quotations from Witness Lee:

“Christ is of two natures, the human and the divine, and
we are the same: we are of the human nature, but
covered with the divine. He is the God-man, and we are
the God-men. He is the ark made of wood covered with
gold, and we are the boards made of wood covered with
gold. In number we are different, but in nature we are
exactly the same.”
Witness Lee, The All-Inclusive Christ
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 5th ed., 1989), p. 103

“God can say to His believers, ‘I am divine and
human, and His believers can reply, ‘Praise You, Lord.
You are divine and human, and we are human and
divine.’”
Witness Lee, The Triune God to Be Life to the Tripartite Man
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1990), pp. 51—52

“My burden is to show you clearly that God’s economy
and plan is to make Himself man and to make us, His
created beings, ‘God, so that He is ‘man-ized’ and we are
‘God-ized.’ In the end, He and we, we and He, all
become God-men.”
Witness Lee, A Deeper Study of the Divine Dispensing
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1990), p. 54

“We the believers are begotten of God. What is begotten

of man is man, and what is begotten of God must be God.

We are born of God; hence, in this sense, we are God.”
Ibid., p. 53

“Because the Father, the Son, and the Spirit are all one
with the Body of Christ, we may say that the Triune
God is now the ‘four-in-one’ God. These four are the
Father, the Son, the Spirit, and the Body. The Three of
the Divine Trinity cannot be confused or separated, and

the four-in-one also cannot be separated or confused.”
Ibid., pp. 203—-204

As with the previous section, the present section of the
Open Letter consists of nothing but a series of seemingly
unorthodox quotations from Witness Lee, without provid-
ing any commentary or explanatory context for Lee’s
teaching. I found it easier to sympathize with the drafters of
the Open Letter in the previous section where, prior to
doing thorough research, one could reasonably surmise that
Lee was affirming modalism. This second round of quota-
tions from Lee, however, does not unmistakably resemble
any one false teaching and therefore is inadequate on the
face of it to prove anything.

Such language could be used by New Age or Hindu
gurus and then would be non-Christian and idolatrous. It
could be used by Mormons or Armstrongists and then would
be pseudo-Christian and heretical. It could be used by Word
of Faith or Latter Rain teachers and then would be at best
aberrant. But it could also be used by ancient Greek church
fathers and Eastern Orthodox theologians and then would be
accepted within the pale of orthodoxy. To publish these
quotations as proof of unorthodoxy without providing
context and definition of terms was therefore unscholarly,
sensational, irresponsible, and indefensible, and this
indictment holds irrespective of what the LC teaching on the
nature of humanity actually is.

The drafters of the letter might reply that this document
was merely an open letter to the LC and therefore did not call
for any attempt to provide context to Lee’s statements. This
would be valid, however, only if it were a private letter rather
than an open letter. Not only was the latter the case, but the
drafters announced its existence with a press release, put it up
on the Web, aggressively circulated it among evangelicals, and
clearly put it to use—and allowed others to put it to use—as
a polemic piece against the LC.

Once we do make the effort to understand the LC
teaching on human nature in context we find a situation
strikingly parallel to what we encountered in the previous
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section, where we saw that their teachings on the nature of
God have been both misunderstood and misrepresented. Once
again, a key distinction between the ontological Trinity and
the economic Trinity that Lee made repeatedly when he
taught on this subject is completely missed or ignored.
Furthermore, it turns out that the LC’s teaching on human
deification is similar to that of Eastern Orthodoxy but not
remotely similar to any of the other examples cited above.
Both of these factors, then—the ontological/economic
distinction and the similarity to Eastern Orthodoxy—
decisively place Lee’s affirmations far from the realm of
heresy and firmly in the realm of orthodoxy, whether or not
one agrees with them or thinks they are biblically correct.

The Essential-Economic Distinction—Missed Again!
Countercult/discernment ministry provides a vital service to
the body of Christ, but those of us involved with this work
have always had to contend with the charge of “heresy
hunting” by Christians who fail to appreciate the
importance of apologetics and discernment. However,
countercult research truly becomes “heresy hunting” of the
worst kind when the researchers make a practice of digging
up seemingly heretical or scandalous statements by a
teacher, without concern for context, in order to employ
the shock value of such statements to turn the public
against the teacher and his group. As much as I respect
many of the people involved with the Open Letter and do
not consider their past work “heresy hunting,” it is hard to
defend them against this charge when it comes to how
Lee’s teachings on deification were handled.

Of the three works cited by the Open Letter, two of
them make only passing reference to deification and thus
neither work is quoted more than once. However, the book
A Deeper Study of the Divine Dispensing, quoted three
times, presents the LC’s full-orbed teaching on the subject, as
do several other publications the drafters could and should
have consulted.

In the following quotation, which includes one of the
three quotations the Open Letter reproduces from Deeper
Study, please note that they stopped quoting Lee immediately
before he made it clear that he was not teaching heresy. I am
adding boldface to the part they chose to quote and italics to
the part they chose to leave out:

We the believers are begotten of God. What is begotten
of man is man, and what is begotten of God must be
God. We are born of God; hence, in this sense, we are
God. Nevertheless, we must know that we do not share
God’s Person and cannot be worshiped by others. Only
God Himself has the Person of God and can be
worshiped by man.'

Unfortunately for evangelicals who have lent their names
or support to the Open Letter, it gets worse. In the paragraph
immediately preceding the paragraph the Open Letter quotes
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from, the following important qualifications (italics added)
were ignored by the drafters:

The ultimate purpose of God is to work Himself into us
that He may be our life and everything to us so that one
day we may become Him. But this does not mean that
we can become part of the Godhead and be the same as
the unique God. We have to know that although we are
born of God and have God's life to become God’s
children, His house, and His household, we do not have a
share in His sovereignty or His Person and cannot be
worshiped as God.?

If the drafters had proceeded to research the entire body
of Lee’s teaching on human deification, they would have
found the same kind of qualifications made again and again.
Just a few further examples (italics added to Lee’s
qualifications):

The early church fathers used the term deification to
describe the believers’ participation in the divine life and
nature of God, but not in the Godhead. We human
beings need to be deified, to be made like God in life and
in nature, but it is a great heresy to say that we are made
like God in his Godbead. We are God not in His
Godhead, but in His life, nature, element, essence, and
image. (first emphasis in original)?

In our spiritual breathing by the exercise of our spirit, we
enjoy, receive, and absorb the divine substance with the
divine essence, the divine element, and the divine
expression. This will cause us to be deified, that is to be
constituted with the processed Triune God to be made
God in life and in nature but not in the Godhead. In this
sense we may speak of the deification of the believers, a
process that will consummate in the New Jerusalem.*

On the one hand, the New Testament reveals that the
Godhead is unique and that only God, who alone has
the Godhead, should be worshipped. On the other hand,
the New Testament reveals that we, the believers in
Christ, have God’s life and nature and that we are
becoming God in life and in nature but will never have
His Godhead.’

On first blush a skeptic might legitimately ask, “How
could believers not partake in the Godhead if they partake in
God’s life and nature?” The answer, however, becomes clear
when Lee is read in his own context and allowed to define his
own terms. When Lee refers to the “processed God,” he is
clearly speaking about the economic Trinity. It is this Trinity
that becomes in a sense “four-in-one.” There is no change in
the essential or ontological Trinity (what Lee is here calling the
Godhead) with the deification of believers any more than there
was a change in the ontological Trinity with the incarnation of
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Christ. According to the LC, in the outworking of God’s
economy or plan of salvation, there is a process that includes
progressive steps in which God the Father is embodied in the
Son in incarnation, Christ is realized as the Spirit in
resurrection, and ultimately the Triune God is expressed in the
glorified church; but in His essential nature or Godhead, the
Lord remains forever unchanged.

Not only does this logically follow from Lee’s teachings,
but he explicitly states it in many places. For example: “The
process through which the Triune God passed to become the
life-giving Spirit is an economical, not essential, matter. Change
with God can only be economical; it can never be essential.
Essentially, our God cannot change. From eternity to eternity
He remains the same in His essence. But in His economy the
Triune God has changed in the sense of being processed.”® It
would be somewhat easier to understand if these clearly stated
theological distinctions and qualifications were missed by the
lay countercult apologists who signed the open letter than it
would be if they were missed by the highly qualified
theologians who also signed it, but presumably some of the
latter group would have been involved in its drafting. Until the
drafters are identified, therefore, these slanted citations leave a
cloud over the entire group of scholars.

A Protestant Counterpart
to Eastern Orthodox Deification
Ultimately, the LC doctrine of deification is merely a more
mystical view of the sanctification and glorification of
believers than evangelical Protestants are used to hearing, but

it has much precedent in church history and has much more
in common with mainstream evangelical beliefs on the
subjects than the LC’s unconventional choice of terms might
first suggest. It is certainly more “Protestant friendly” than the
Eastern Orthodox view of deification.

This union with God or deification is based on Christ’s
judicial redemption. It involves justification by grace alone
through faith alone in Christ alone and reception of the Holy
Spirit. Through the indwelling Spirit, believers are infused
with the life of God, by which they are organically united to
Christ and to the members of His mystical body, the church.
This organic union progresses through a “process involving
regeneration, sanctification, renewing, transformation,
conformation, and glorification.””

While the LC view of the outworking of salvation
in Christ unto the ultimate glorification of believers may
include elements or emphases that evangelicals are
unfamiliar or uncomfortable with (much as would be the
case with the Eastern Orthodox view), it also has much in
common with standard theological works on the subject.
In no respect is it incompatible with a soundly Christian
theology (i.e., doctrine of God proper), Christology,
pneumatology, soteriology, and eschatology.

In their paper prepared for Fuller the LC further explain
both the nature and limits of human deification and put it
into historical perspective:

Again, this respects the distinction in the Godhead
between what He is immanently and what He does
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economically. He alone is God by virtue of His own
being and existence; we are made God by virtue of our
union with and participation in Him who is uniquely
God. Because of God’s incommunicability, human beings
will never take part in the Godhead; we will never be a
fourth person in the Trinity; we will never be worshipped
as God. Because human beings will never lose their
attributes as creatures, we will never be the Creator. We
will forever possess the human form and the human
nature; thus, we will never be omnipresent. We will
forever be endowed with limited mental faculties as given
in our creation; hence, we will never be omniscient. God
is God both outside of creation and within creation; we
human beings can at best be joined to God and thereby
become God within the confines of creation....

Of course, this is the classical Christian notion of
deification, which was generally accepted throughout the
Christian church in its early centuries. It was most
elegantly expressed by Athanasius (d. 373) in his famous
aphorism: “For He was made man that we might be
made God” (de Incarn. 54.3)....The notion of deification
has generally been ignored in Western Christianity, and
for this reason it is usually viewed with suspicion by
Protestant Christians and only mildly acknowledged by
Roman Catholics. Christians in the Eastern tradition,
however, never abandoned the notion that deification is
in fact the full significance and effect of God’s salvation.
However, unlike the Eastern Orthodox, we in the local
churches do not understand deification to be the issue of
sacraments, liturgy, and other ritual. Rather, we believe
that we become God through the operation of grace
partaken of through our daily enjoyment of the Word of
God, through prayer, and through fellowship with the
believers in the many gatherings of the church. We are
made God through our partaking of Christ and our
living Christ by grace in our daily lives in the church.
While some have voiced concern about our view of
salvation as deification, most educated readers of our
ministry realize that we hold to the altogether orthodox
view of this precious truth, even if it is not currently in
the mainstream of Protestant thought....

An Unrealistic and Unreasonable Call
What becomes clear on reading contemporary theological
works published by the LC is that their current leadership is
just as committed to the movement’s doctrinal distinctives as
was Witness Lee. Therefore, the Open Letter’s “call on the
leadership of Living Stream Ministry and the ‘local churches’
to disavow and cease to publish these and similar
declarations” of Witness Lee is both unrealistic and
unreasonable. They are not going to disavow doctrinal
distinctives they firmly believe are not only biblical but also
enriching to their own congregations and potentially
enriching to the rest of the body of Christ. And why should
they? As we’ve seen, there is nothing heretical about their
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teachings on the natures of God and man, and who is to say
that they do not have contributions to make to the rest of the
body of Christ in these very areas?

While I personally am uncomfortable with the use of
terms such as deification and God-men for believers, it is
evident to me that the LC has studied, thought, and prayed a
lot more deeply on the nature of glorification and God’s
ultimate plan for humanity than most Christian traditions.
They have just as much right to believe that they have a
deeper grasp on this aspect of God’s revelation as Baptists do
about believer’s baptism, Presbyterians do about the place of
covenant in the church today, Episcopalians do about
apostolic succession, Pentecostals do about the baptism in the
Holy Spirit, Wesleyans do about the importance of holiness,
dispensationalists do about a literal hermeneutic, house
churches do about body life, and so on.

The Flagrant Use of a Double Standard

Can you imagine how arrogant and divisive it would seem if
“more than 60 evangelical Christian scholars and ministry
leaders from seven nations” signed an open letter calling on
the administration and faculty of Dallas Theological Seminary
to “disavow the unorthodox statements of their founder™?
After all, some evangelicals believe that classical
dispensationalism such as was taught by Lewis Sperry Chafer
compromises orthodoxy just as seriously as other evangelicals
believe the LC’s teachings on deification compromise
orthodoxy. Or why not go after the Episcopalians for their
doctrine of baptismal regeneration, or the Lutherans for their
belief in the “real presence” of the body and blood of Christ
“in, with, and under” the Eucharist, or the Nazarenes for
their belief in a “Second Blessing”? If evangelicals generally
are willing to tolerate doctrinal distinctives of groups such as
these even if they believe that such distinctives are unbiblical
and can negatively impact essential doctrine, then why is the
LC not treated with the same consideration?

I submit that the answer is twofold:

1. The LC are perceived as having a history of litigiousness
and contentiousness in response to evangelicals who have
labeled them a cult or cultic and this has created a general
animus among many evangelicals toward the LC that leads
them to treat the LC differently (more critically, less
charitably, and less carefully) than they would other
Christian groups.

2. Even more fundamentally, the LC are treated differently
because they are different.

Watchman Nee and Witness Lee did not, and many of the
contemporary leaders of the LC do not, share the Western
heritage that has dominated church history and has strongly
influenced the approach not only of Westerners but of those
whom they’ve converted and discipled to all things Christian
today. English was and is not the first language of such
leaders. In China they suffered and continue to suffer severe



persecutions and have had limited exposure to Christian
literature and training. When LC members brushed up against
Western Christianity after many of them relocated here,
neither side was fully prepared for the encounter. For
Westerners, the LC’s distinctively Chinese approach to
Christianity, even when represented by Western followers, was
so unfamiliar as to suggest cultism, whether or not it existed.
For the LC, any suggestion that they were a cult and their
venerable teacher was a cult leader was profoundly offensive.
They fought back to defend their own legitimate Christian
standing and the distinctive contributions they believed they
could make to the larger body of Christ.

In attempts at dialogue, the language and cultural
differences often impeded progress. Witness Lee and other
Chinese leaders, as well as their many Western converts who
lacked an evangelical background, may not have understood
the effect the use of certain words and phrasing would have
on cult-literate Western evangelicals, who were not about to
affirm the legitimacy of terminology that had previously
encountered only in cultic contexts. The LC, meanwhile, were
not about to back away from teachings they believed were
given to them by God. They refused to change any of their
terminology and usually did not go out of their way to
provide the balancing context of their teachings. This
recalcitrance was wrongly taken by evangelical apologists as a
refusal to embrace orthodoxy. Hence, the LC at times almost
seemed to go out of their way to appear cultic and, with
countercult researchers failing to be thorough and evenhanded
in their approach to the LC, a general feeling of bad will
developed on both sides and the situation deteriorated to what
it is today.

The Other Side to the LC
There is another side to the LC, however, that many
Western Christians don’t see. After responding affirmatively
to their overture for dialogue, Hank Hanegraaff, Gretchen
Passantino (director of Answers in Action and one of CRI’s
past researchers and authors on the LC), and I have had the
privilege of seeing that more favorable side close-up both in
the West and in the East, including many cities and
provinces in China.

After one devotes sufficient time to studying LC materials
in context, dialoguing with its leaders and members, and
observing them as they live out their individual Christian lives
and collective church life, an irresistible conclusion is reached:
this group is not only Christian but it is in many ways an
exemplary group of Christians. They are a fellowship of
believers with a level of commitment to Christ and
discipleship that puts to shame most Western Christian
groups. They have been tested by the fires of persecution,
have persevered, and, as a result, have been forged into the
image of Christ to an inspiring degree. Their love for Jesus is
compelling. Their sacrificial living is convicting.

In a nine-day excursion up and down China’s east coast
in October 2008, Hank and I were deeply moved by the

spirits and testimonies of radiant saints who spoke of how the
Lord sustained them through years (in one case, twenty-four
years) of imprisonment for such offenses as confessing the
name of Jesus, preaching the gospel, or holding meetings.
Even while we were there more than four hundred people,
including college students and adult workers holding a youth
outreach in Beijing and church members attending a Lord’s
Day gathering in Hangzhou, were arrested and interrogated.
The students were soon released but some church leaders in
Hangzhou were sent to labor camps for one to one-and-a-half
years of “reeducation.”

In addition to the unwavering commitment to Christ in
word and deed that is common among LC congregations,
they typically are very much concerned about sound doctrine,
are aware of the cults, and seek to counter them in their own
way. This is why it especially grieved them to be called a cult.

In my considered opinion, after thirty-seven years of
evaluating such things (thirty-three of those years in full-time
ministry), the LC are authentically Christian and are pursuing
the will of God in a critical region of the world where they
represent one of the largest Christian fellowships (roughly one
million members in China; perhaps two million worldwide,
mostly in other Asian countries).

From what Hank and I saw, God is using the LC
mightily in a revival that is currently sweeping China. For
example, at a Sunday morning service we attended that lasted
from 9:00 A.M. until after 2:00 P.M., the church in Nanjing
(located in Jiangsu Province, which allows the LC exceptional
freedom to meet and worship) was filled to capacity on two
floors. After the main service college-age young people,
mostly from the local university, filled up the second floor,
divided into several groups. Hank sat in on one of these
groups with a translator and I another. By a show of hands it
became clear that nobody in my group had been a Christian
for longer than six years and some of them had not yet
converted but they were drawn by the spiritual vitality and
purpose they could sense in the LC Christians they had
encountered in one-on-one contacts. (Evangelistic meetings
outside of the church building’s walls are still forbidden even
in Jiangsu Province.) These young adults spoke of the
spiritual void they experienced living under Communism and
the pressure they felt as only children with two parents and
four grandparents pinning all their hopes on them—especially
since the percentage of students who actually find jobs after
graduating is around forty percent. By the end of the day’s
meeting over forty of these students were in line to be
baptized, including one who was not a Christian prior to
Hank’s witnessing to him.

Hank and I are both convinced that virtually anyone of
good will—no matter how skeptical of the LC at the
outset—who has comparable exposure to them as we have
had will come away convinced of their authentic and
orthodox Christian faith. The LC simply pursues Christ-
ianity from a decidedly different background than many do
in the West, and this can make them appear idiosyncratic
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and suspicious to us.

No culture is originally Christian. Christianity originally
flourished in pagan Greco-Roman culture and this resulted
in both advantages and disadvantages for the development
of Christian thought and tradition. Because of common
grace, Greco-Roman civilization offered intellectual tools for
doing theology that have greatly benefited the church, but
there must also be blind spots that developed in the church’s
perspective because of the effects of human sin on those
preexisting cultures. China too for millennia has had a
highly sophisticated culture and civilization, but it is about
as far from a Western worldview and influences as any
advanced civilization that could be imagined. It too has
elements of common grace but also bears the effects of sin.

It is my observation after having read histories on
China and the advance of the gospel there, as well as
having read many years ago the works of Watchman Nee,
and now after having actually been there and interacted
with dozens of Chinese Christians, that the Chinese display
an exceptional earnestness and hunger for truth and
spiritual reality. In other words, even as it was a “true
testimony,” according to the apostle Paul, that ancient
Crete produced “liars, evil beasts, lazy gluttons” and
therefore the Cretan Christians needed to be reproved
severely (Titus 1:12-13), so it seems legitimate to say that
China produces more than its share of serious, devout, and
fully dedicated disciples of Jesus Christ.

The LC movement is a prime example of this. As
limited as the LC in China may be in advanced theological
training, their hunger to discern what it is to be the New
Testament church and then live that out is palpable and
has sustained them through severe persecutions over a
period of many decades.

The Role of Western Countercult Literature in the
Suppression of Religious Sects

The movement was persecuted severely from the beginning of
the Communist Revolution and even more severely during the
Cultural Revolution, but in more recent decades much of the
continuing persecution they have suffered has been fueled by
criticisms published in Western evangelical countercult
literature. This is not just a claim made by the LC but it has
been verified to CRI by high-ranking Chinese authorities who
met with us on our visits there.

The Chinese government is not ignorant of Western
evangelical literature. Anyone with even a cursory knowledge
of events in China knows the Communist government has
grave concerns about social instability and the role cults can
play in fomenting it. (Hence, the severe crackdowns on
members of Falun Gong and Tibetan Buddhists after they
staged unsanctioned public demonstrations.) While in some
Chinese provinces registered religions, which include some
Christian groups, enjoy greater freedom of expression than
they have known in six decades, unregistered religions,
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especially those perceived as cults, continue to be treated
harshly. As long as the authorities view the LC movement as
a cult, its people will continue to suffer.

The Chinese government is not opposed to religion per se
and in fact is increasingly recognizing that religion, including
Christianity, can play a constructive role in society. The
government is concerned, however, about any religious group
that originated and continues to be directed from outside of
China. It stipulates that any sanctioned expression of a
religion must be wholly indigenous.

Perhaps no better example of a successful indigenous
Chinese Christian movement can be cited than the LC. As
we’ve seen, it was founded in China by Watchman Nee and
carried on by Chinese workers, most notably Witness Lee.
They developed an approach to theology and church life that,
while orthodox, is distinctively Chinese’ and unlike anything
found in the West. As we’ve seen and will see further below,
their model of ecclesiology is intensely local and it therefore
rejects any ecclesiastical control from outside the local
church’s city, let alone the country. Furthermore, the LC are
apolitical—they have no revolutionary or seditious ambitions.
They teach their members to obey governmental authority
and to be exemplary and productive citizens.'” In other
words, it seems that, almost to a tee, the LC fits the criteria of
what the Chinese government would hope to see in a
Christian group.

There is therefore great and tragic irony in this: the LC’s
distinctively Chinese approach to the universal truths of
Christianity has contributed significantly to their being
misunderstood and mislabeled a cult in the West. Yet, instead
of supporting this indigenous Chinese expression of
Christianity in the face of a prejudicial reaction to them in the
West, many Chinese officials have instead reacted to the
inflammatory word “cult” used in Western literature and
continued to clamp down on the group at a time when they
might otherwise have relaxed restrictions.

The Role of the Deification Doctrine in Ongoing
Oppression of the LC

It would be inaccurate to imply that only Westerners have
influenced Chinese authorities against the LC. The LC has
experienced a mixed reaction from other Chinese Christians
and some have strongly opposed them, including certain
individuals who have influence with the government. I was
informed by a high-ranking Chinese official who is an expert
on the LC that probably the most controversial issue for these
Christians is this very doctrine of deification.

It is past time that non-LC Christians come to terms
with the LC’s doctrine of deification for what it is, rather
than persistently assigning features to it that actually
characterize non-Christian doctrines of deification. Just
because the hot button words are there does not mean that
heresy or idolatry are.

As we’ve seen, the union with God that the LC speaks of
essentially involves becoming one with God in His



communicable attributes (e.g., moral nature) and intimately
“mingled” with Him through His indwelling. It involves a
closer union with God than most Protestants are taught to
anticipate, but not one that violates the biblical distinctions
between Creator and creation.

Any Christian who thinks deeply and biblically about
what the future holds for believers will have to conclude
that our future conformity to the image of Christ (Rom.
8:29) will be greater than anything of which we currently
can conceive (1 John 3:2). It is also quite evident biblically
that Christ humbled Himself by becoming man and a
servant of men so that ultimately He could exalt us and
make us partakers in His own glorified human nature (Phil.
3:20-21; cf. Eph. 1:18-19; Heb. 2:10-12). It can even be
stated that Scripture foresees a unity between the Father,
Son, Spirit, and church that will be as intimate as possible
without blurring the ontological distinctions between
Creator and creation (or, as Lee and the LC put it, without
our partaking in the Godhead) (John 17:11, 20-23; Eph.
5:31-32). It is hard ultimately to identify any substantial
differences between the LC’s and general evangelicalism’s
soteriology and eschatology.

The only real difference I can isolate is the LC’s emphasis
on believers partaking in the life of God. This seems to be a
similar concept to Eastern Orthodoxy’s doctrine that believers
become deified by partaking in the “energies” of God. These
are more mystical concepts than evangelicals are generally
used to (although Nee and Lee learned them from Western
Protestant inner life teachers!'!), but in both Eastern Ortho-
doxy and the LC such teaching does not mean partaking in
God’s essential nature or becoming an object of worship. In
the final analysis, then, the LC’s deification doctrine is fully
compatible with orthodoxy.

1 Witness Lee, A Deeper Study of the Divine Dispensing (Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry,

1990), 53.

Ibid.

Witness Lee, The Christian Life (Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1994), 134.

Witness Lee, Life-study of Job (Anaheim: Livings Stream Ministry, 1993), 122.

Witness Lee, Life-study of 1 and 2 Samuel (Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1994), 167.

Witness Lee, The Conclusion of the New Testament, Messages 79-98 (Anaheim: Living Stream

Ministry, 1997), 914. See also Lee, Divine Dispensing, 50; Witness Lee, The Spirit and the

Body (Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1976), 83-84.

7 The Editors, “The Crystallization: Union with the Triune God,” Affirmation and Critique 1, 3
(July 1996): 64.

8 A Statement concerning the Teachings of Living Stream Ministry Prepared for Fuller
Theological Seminary, January 20, 2007, 25-26. (This document is posted at
http://www.lctestimony.org/StatementOf Teachings.pdf.)

9 It is their goal to transcend cultural divides such as East-West in order to embody the New
Testament church and the “new man” spoken of in Ephesians 2:15. To a remarkable degree
they succeed, but even this quest for transcendent spiritual reality is distinctively, if not
uniquely, Chinese.

10 See “The Beliefs and Practices of the Local Churches,” Contending for the Faith,
http://www.contendingforthefaith.com/responses/booklets/beliefs.html.

11 These influences included earlier editions of the following books: Henry Scougal, The Life of
God in the Soul of Man (Fearn, Ross-shire, Scotland: Christian Focus Publications, 1996);
Ruth Paxson, Life on the Highest Plane (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1996); Mary E. McDonough,
God’s Plan of Redemption (Anaheim: Living Stream Books, 1999); and T. Austin-Sparks,
What Is Man? (Cloverdale, IN: Ministry of Life, 1939).

[ RSN NIV N}

VOLUME 32 / NUMBER 06 31 equip.org



PART 4:

Addressing the
Open Letter s

Concerns:

Legitimacy of

On t!

Evangelical
Churchesnand

Denomina

equip.org 32 RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR

tpons



he third concern raised in the Open

Letter pertains to Witness Lee’s statements concerning
evangelical churches and denominations. Unlike the previous
two sections, it opens and closes with brief commentary by

the drafters:

We decry as inconsistent and unjustifiable the attempts
by Living Stream and the “local churches” to gain
membership in associations of evangelical churches and
ministries while continuing to promote Witness Lee’s
denigrating characterizations of such churches and
ministries as follows:

“The Lord is not building His church in Christendom,
which is composed of the apostate Roman Catholic
Church and the Protestant denominations. This
prophecy is being fulfilled through the Lord’s recovery,
in which the building of the genuine church is being
accomplished.”
Witness Lee in The New Testament Recovery Version,
note 18* (Matthew 16:18)
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1991), p. 99
http://online.recoveryversion.org/FootNotes.asp? FNtsID=639

“The apostate church has deviated from the Lord’s
word and become heretical. The reformed church,
though recovered to the Lord’s word to some extent,
has denied the Lord’s name by denominating herself,
taking many other names, such as Lutherans, Wesleyan,
Anglican, Presbyterian, Baptist, etc. ... To deviate from
the Lord’s word is apostasy, and to denominate the
church by taking any name other than the Lord’s is
spiritual fornication.”
Witness Lee in The New Testament Recovery Version,
note 8% (Revelation 3:8)
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1991), p. 1256
http://online.recoveryversion.org/FootNotes.asp? FNtsID=8759

“I am afraid that a number of us are still under the

negative influence of Christendom. We all have to realize
that today the Lord is going on and on to fully recover
us and bring us fully out of Christendom.”
Witness Lee, The History of the Church and the Local Churches
(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1991), p. 132

“In every denomination, including the Roman Catholic
Church, there are real, saved Christians. They are God’s
people belonging to the Lord. But the organization of
the denominations in which they are is not of God. The
denominational organizations have been utilized by
Satan to set up his satanic system to destroy God’s
economy of the proper church life.”

Witness Lee, “Message Thirty-Four” in The Life-Study of Genesis

(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1987), Vol. 1, p. 464

“We do not care for Christianity, we do not care for
Christendom, we do not care for the Roman Catholic
church, and we do not care for all the denominations,
because in the Bible it says that the great Babylon is
fallen. This is a declaration. Christianity is fallen,
Christendom is fallen, Catholicism is fallen, and all the
denominations are fallen. Hallelujah!”

Witness Lee, The Seven Spirits for the Local Churches

(Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1989), p. 97

“To know God is not adequate. To know Christ is also
not adequate. Even to know the church is not adequate.
We must go on to know the churches which are local. If
we are up-to-date in following the Lord, we will realize
that today is the day of the local churches.”

Ibid., p. 23

We respectfully call on the leadership of Living Stream
Ministry and the “local churches” to disavow and cease

to publish these and similar declarations.

As a researcher of cults for nearly forty years I

certainly can appreciate the response many Christians
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would have to Lee’s references to “Babylon” and
“Christendom,” and to his even naming “Christianity” as
though it is an entity separate from the LC. However, it
would be a mistake with a group such as the LC—which
even most critics acknowledge is composed of genuine
Christians, and which affirms orthodox theology—to read
into such statements all of the meanings those terms have
within the kingdom of the cults. Bearing in mind the
pattern we’ve already seen of Lee’s using certain hot
button words associated in our minds with heresy or
cultism, but employing them in nonheretical ways, we
should all the more diligently seek a contextual
understanding of the LC’s use of these terms. As one of the
LSM leaders told me, “We are not out to proclaim that the
denominations are Babylon.” They state that when Lee did
make use of these terms the emphasis was more often on
an inward application. In other words, denominationalism
and sectarianism were not supposed to be condemned ouz
of elitism, judgmentalism, and divisiveness, but rather
because they were understood to produce elitism,
judgmentalism, and divisiveness, and these were attitudes
LC members needed to avoid.

Understanding Lee in His Context
In seeking such a contextual understanding of the above
quotations, it first of all needs to be observed that none
of them amount to heresy. Lee even allows that there are
“real, saved Christians” not only within the Protestant
denominations but also within the Roman Catholic
Church. His statements regarding Roman Catholicism
reflect the views of a great many evangelicals today.! Lee
also differentiates between Roman Catholicism and
Protestant denominations and reserves his harshest words
for the former. He also is far from the first leader of a
Protestant group to question the legitimacy of other
Protestant groups, since such polemics have been virtually
a Protestant tradition going back to the infancy of the
Reformation, when Lutheran and Reformed leaders
excoriated not only the Arminians and Anabaptists but
often each other. How many Presbyterians, Lutherans,
Baptists, and Reformed church members, not to mention
members of more recently formed denominations, have
been called on to renounce the divisive statements of
their founders?

The question remains, however: do the quotations in the
Open Letter provide the full picture of where the LC stands
regarding other Christian traditions besides their own? To
understand these statements in the larger context of LC
teaching is to understand that what Lee was denouncing was
denominationalism per se, and he did this because he believed
that all the Christians in a given locality are members of the
same church and should organize and meet accordingly. He
believed this as a general principle, regardless of whether his
movement was represented in that locality.

Please note (as this point is typically missed by
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evangelicals who come across Lee’s teachings on this
subject): it was not the Christians within the denominations
that Lee spoke against, nor was it everything they believed,
preached, and did in the name of Christ. Indeed, Lee often
commended other Christian leaders and groups for their
teaching, evangelism, and good works,? and nothing he
taught would preclude LC members from making common
cause with other Christians in areas unrelated to the
furtherance of denominationalism. Hence, it certainly
presents no conflict with their basic beliefs for LSM to seek
membership in various evangelical trade groups, as they
have done.

The Surprising Inclusivism of the LC

As previously noted, this stand against denominationalism
may seem divisive, elitist, and exclusivistic, but its purpose
is actually quite the opposite. Throughout the teachings of
both Watchman Nee and Witness Lee an attitude of unity
with, humility toward, and acceptance of other Christians
is encouraged, and this is the attitude one normally will
encounter in the “local churches.” For example, Lee wrote:

Today there are many different backgrounds of the
saints. Some have a Presbyterian background, some a
Baptist background, and some have other kinds of
background. But regardless of the background, if they
are saved, they all have the same faith, for they all
believe in the same Lord Jesus Christ. They all have been
redeemed by the same blood; therefore, they all have the
same life within. We all are one in this all-comprehensive
faith.

Fellowship is based upon this oneness. We have
fellowship with one another because we all have the
same divine life, we all have the same Lord, and we all
have the same redemption. Do not ask what kind of
baptism others have had. Do not talk about all those
doctrines. As long as they are saints who are not sinful
according to 1 Corinthians 5, we must recognize all of
them as dear brothers and sisters....

We may be quite different from other Christians
in background and in many other things. They may
not believe in partial rapture, and we may be for it.
But regardless in which kind of rapture we believe, as
long as we believe in Jesus Christ as the Son of God,
who was incarnated as a man, died on the cross for
our sins, and resurrected from the dead, we are all
redeemed, justified, regenerated and saved. And we all
have the divine life within us. Therefore, we are all of
one Body. It is based upon this that we have fellow-
ship with one another. We may speak somewhat
regarding certain things, but we must not go too far,
and we must not argue. We must base our fellowship
only on the Lord Himself.3

In their paper prepared for Fuller Seminary the LC



makes their position quite clear:

We acknowledge that our understanding of the
scriptural teaching on the practical oneness calls into
question the standing of every other Christian
congregation. But this view of the local church as the
proper expression of the church does not in any way
question or minimize the intrinsic aspect of the
universal church as the Body of Christ, which
encompasses all Christ’s believers throughout time and
throughout the world at any time. While the gathering
of the believers according to the principle of “one
church, one city” is the proper expression of the
church, this principle in no way annuls the membership
of all the believers in the one church of God in the
Body of Christ; it does not define Christian salvation or
determine who is or is not a genuine believer. When we
declare that the local church, so defined, is the only
genuine and proper expression of the one universal
church, some have leapt to the conclusion that we also
teach that our local churches are the only true church
and, by extension, that we are the only true Christians,
everyone else in Christianity being unsaved and doomed
to eternal perdition. This is simply not true and not
what we believe. We hold every person who confesses
Christ as a genuine believer and as our genuine brother
or sister regardless of how they choose to meet with
other Christians. It would be counter to our own
convictions concerning the practical oneness of the
church if we denied that all the believers in the
Christian denominations are God’s genuinely redeemed
people. Our stand is that Christianity today is divided,
wrongly, but not that the Christians themselves are
anything less than God’s precious redeemed people.
Further, our practice in all the local churches is to
receive all the believers into fellowship with us simply
because they believe in Christ. We boldly invite
everyone to test us on this one matter and see if it is not
so: attend any meeting of any of the local churches
anywhere and see if you are refused fellowship, see if
you are refused participation in our Lord’s table there,
see if you are not welcomed based only on your faith in
Christ. We have no catechism that you must learn, no
creed that you must declare, no practice that you must
adopt, no natural characteristic that you must possess.
You must only be able to declare that Christ is God
come in the flesh and is the very God who saved you
from your sins through His death on the cross and
through His resurrection from the dead. That alone
makes you a member of the church in the city where
you live and qualifies you to participate fully in the
fellowship of the local church in that city. Contrary to
what others have said about us, in vision and in
practice we are not exclusive at all but include all
Christ’s believers in our estimation of who they are in
Christ and in how we practically receive them.*

In their own response to the Open Letter, the LC

dialogue LC leaders assured us that Lee often scolded and
corrected them when members of the “local churches”
behaved in a sectarian manner toward Christians outside
their movement—“for about six months one time”!

While our doors and hearts are open to all genuine
believers, we understand that many Christians are
content and satisfied in their denominational
congregations. Such choices belong in the realm of
individual conscience. As Paul writes in Romans 14, in
these matters we feel to “let each be fully persuaded in
his own mind” (v. 5). Notwithstanding our earnest
efforts at orthopraxy, we recognize the tendency of
some immature ones, even among us, to overstep in
their zeal and to try to bring others into their
experiences. Perhaps in an effort to preempt this
tendency, Witness Lee made the following emphatic
points in a series of messages on having a proper
attitude toward other Christians:

We stand before the Lord whom we serve, and we
have no intention of drawing anyone to be with
us...I have said, “You can meet wherever you
choose as long as it is beneficial to you”...I
especially beseech the brothers never to say to
anyone, “It is best that you come here to meet with
us.” (Three Aspects of the Church: The Course of
the Church, 81)

We should not reject Christians from other
Christian groups, but we do not need to seek them
out. I do not believe that the Lord wants us to seek
out believers from other Christian groups. I believe
that the Lord wants us to take the gospel to every
place and to minister life to His many children. The
Lord wants a situation among us that can influence
His children.

Where people meet and how they serve the Lord
are entirely between them and the Lord; we cannot
intervene in these things. In this age we must
minister life to others. When people contact us, they
should touch something in us that is unforgettable.
The way they take or where they meet does not
matter; we should not consider that our meetings
are better than those in Christianity or that our
meetings have the greatest number of people. (Ibid.,
217-218)5

Return of the Double Standard
It’s true that the LC’s view has negative implications for all
of us who are members of denominational churches;
indeed, for anyone who is not meeting on the local ground.
But so what? Many evangelical traditions hold beliefs that
are unflattering to those outside their tradition. Classical
Pentecostals believe that those who do not speak in tongues
have not been baptized in the Holy Spirit. On the other
hand, cessationists deny that Pentecostals and charismatics

frankly acknowledge that their members have sometimes not  are genuinely receiving the gifts of the Holy Spirit and
behaved consistently with these principles, but they stress speculate that they are rather experiencing phenomena
that such behavior was not condoned by Lee. Indeed, in our  generated by their own minds or even by demons. Some
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Calvinists do not consider the gospel preached by
Arminians to be the true gospel and some Arminians do
not consider the God believed in by Calvinists to be the
true God. Dispensationalists believe that covenant
theologians misunderstand much of the Old Testament and
therefore deny a central aspect of God’s redemption plan:
His covenant with the physical nation of Israel. Covenant
Christians likewise believe that dispensationalists
misunderstand much of the Old Testament and therefore
are holding on to the Old Covenant in ways that
compromise the New.

No doubt many of the drafters and signers of the Open
Letter are on one or the other side of these and other divides
in the body of Christ and take a dim view of some of the
beliefs of some of the other signers. Yet in all of these cases
these individuals are able to take a mature view of their
differences, are not offended by the rejection of some of their
beliefs and practices by other Christians, and are still able to
come together with such Christians, accentuate the essential
doctrines they hold in common, and join common cause for
the Kingdom of God wherever they can, whether it is
through membership in the Evangelical Theological Society,
Evangelical Ministries to New Religions, or some other
transdenominational association of believers.

How then, does the situation differ with Living Stream
Ministry? As we’ve seen, LSM accepts the members of
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associations such as the ECPA and the CBA as Christians
and does not deny that they do legitimate works for Christ.
Note that it is LSM, a publishing entity, and not the “local
churches,” that has joined Christian associations. Contrary
to what the Open Letter stresses as one of its main points,
the “local churches” are 7ot members of any “associations
of evangelical churches.” They recognize that such
membership would present a conflict both for them and for
the association members.

It seems to me that it is the signers of the Open Letter
who have adamantly rejected the legitimacy of the LC and
LSM’s profession of orthodox Christian faith on issues such
as the Trinity and the deification of believers. It is not the LC
and LSM who have rejected the legitimacy of the signers’
orthodox profession. All that the LC and the LSM have
rejected is the organizational basis and structure of
denominationalism. And this rejection goes hand in hand
with what the LC believes to be perhaps the greatest
contribution their movement has to make to the larger body
of Christ: the recovery of the “local ground” as the biblical
basis for organizing a church.

Were the words Lee used to reject denominationalism
harsh? Yes, and I would add regrettable. By employing such
loaded terminology as “Babylon,” “spiritual fornication,”
and “satanic system,” he made it easier for people wrongly to
conclude that he was rejecting everything about their



Christian experience, and he repelled people he might other-
wise have drawn to his teachings on the New Testament
church. Nonetheless, the LC could not renounce Lee’s
statements as the Open Letter requests without also implying
that they have changed their underlying belief in the local
ground, and such a change in belief has not occurred. It is
therefore, once again, both unreasonable and unrealistic to
call on them to renounce these statements by their late leader.

1 We know this from experience at CRI. Any time we publish what we consider to be a nuanced
article, which does not at every point condemn Catholicism in the strongest possible terms, we
hear from them!

2 Examples are numerous, including commendations of Martin Luther, John and Charles Wesley,
George Whitefield, Jonathan Edwards, the Plymouth Brethren, Charles Spurgeon, G. Campbell
Morgan, A. J. Gordon, Andrew Murray, D. L. Moody, and special praise for Hudson Taylor
and the China Inland Mission and also for Billy Graham. (See Witness Lee, Elder’s Training,
Book 4: Other Crucial Matters concerning the Practice of the Lord’s Recovery [Anaheim:
Living Stream Ministry, 1985], 22-23; Witness Lee, Elder’s Training, Book 5: Fellowship
concerning the Lord’s Up-to-Date Move [Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1985], 19-20; and
Witness Lee, Elder’s Training, Book 7: One Accord for the Lord’s Move [Anaheim: Living
Stream Ministry, 1986], 29.)

3 Witness Lee, The Practical Expression of the Church (Anaheim: Living Stream Ministry, 1970),
97-98.

4 A Statement Concerning the Teachings of Living Stream Ministry Prepared for Fuller
Theological Seminary, January 20, 2007, 25. (This document is posted at
http://www.lctestimony.org/StatementOf Teachings.pdf.)

5 Living Stream Ministry, “A Longer Response to ‘An Open Letter to the Leadership of Living
Stream Ministry and the “Local Churches,””27, http://Ictestimony.org/LongerResponse.html.
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he Open Letter’s final request of the LC
and LSM leadership pertains to their history of resorting to
litigation to clear themselves of charges made against them in
evangelical countercult books. The following three paragraphs
include the entire text of this request and bring the Open
Letter to a close:

If the leadership of Living Stream Ministry and the “local
churches” regard evangelical Christians as fellow
believers, we request that they publicly renounce the use
of lawsuits and the threat of lawsuits against evangelical
Christians to answer criticisms or resolve conflicts. The
New Testament strongly discourages the use of lawsuits
to settle disputes among Christians (see 1 Corinthians
6:1-8).

If the leadership of Living Stream Ministry and the
“local churches” do not regard evangelical Christian
churches, organizations, and ministries as legitimate
Christian entities, we ask that they publicly resign their
membership in all associations of evangelical churches
and ministries.

In either case, we respectfully request that the
leadership of Living Stream Ministry and the “local
churches” discontinue their practice of using litigation
and threatened litigation to answer criticisms or settle
disputes with Christian organizations and individuals.

The importance of this final section needs to be clearly
understood. As I stated previously, I believe that, in addition to
the mere fact that they are different, the LC’s initially content-
ious and ultimately litigious response to their critics has
generated such animus that it helps explain the lack of fairness
and careful scholarship that an otherwise able group of
scholars and researchers have demonstrated in the three pre-
ceding sections of the Open Letter. Since I have been an active
member of the countercult community during this entire
period, have interacted broadly with other members regarding
this matter, and for decades was of one mind with those
members about the LC, I believe I know whereof I speak.

We who are members of the evangelical countercult and
apologetics communities have responded with righteous
indignation to the LC’s attempts to “muzzle our constitutional
rights to freedom of religion and speech,” but we have been
shamefully slow to respond to documentable instances of
defamation committed in our own ranks. Again, I know this
from experience, and it is not something I am proud of.

The God-Men
In 19835, J. Gordon Melton, founder of the Institute for the
Study of American Religion, published Az Open Letter
concerning the Local Church, Witness Lee and The God-
Men Controversy. Melton, who previously had been an
advocate of the Spiritual Counterfeits Project and was still
not ready to write it off, began the open letter portion of
his booklet by reporting;:

During the past year, I, like many of you have become
concerned about the lawsuit between the Local Church
led by Witness Lee and the Spiritual Counterfeits Project
(SCP), Neil T. Duddy and the publisher of their

book, The God-Men. 1 was at first concerned that a
Christian body, i.e., the Local Church, would take fellow
Christians to court, until I discovered that the leaders in
the Church had exhausted all less severe means to have
the book withdrawn and its errors acknowledged.

Recently, I was asked by the Local Church to begin a
more rigorous investigation of its life and belief than I
had been able to in previous years while working on my
Encyclopedia of American Religions. 1 commenced that
investigation in 1984, and some of the findings are
embodied in the enclosed paper which I offer for your
consideration.

Part of my study of the Local Church involved the
reading of most of the published writings of Witness Lee
and the lengthy depositions of Neil T. Duddy and Brooks
Alexander (of SCP). The experience proved among the
more painful of my Christian life. As I began to check the
quotes of Witness Lee used in Duddy’s book, I found
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that The God-Men had consistently taken sentences from
Lee’s writings and, by placing them in a foreign context,
made them to say just the opposite of what Lee intended.
This was done while ignoring the plain teachings and
affirmations concerning the great truths of the Christian
faith found throughout Lee’s writings. I also took note of
the ludicrous attempt to equate the Local Church’s
practice of pray-reading with the use of mantras in
Eastern religions. They bear no resemblance whatsoever.

As I read the depositions, especially that of Duddy, I
was appalled to discover the number of substantive and
libelous charges made against Lee in The God-

Men which were based entirely upon the unconfirmed
account of but a single hostile ex-member. Time and
again, taking the word of a former member, Duddy did
not seek any independent verification of alleged incidents
before making serious charges of financial
mismanagement, psychological disturbances among
Local Church members, and illegal acts by the Local
Church attempting to harass former members.

Having been a supporter of SCP, especially of its
attempt to provide the Christian community with quality
material on alternative religions, I was genuinely shaken
as my research proceeded. I was concerned that such a
parody on the life of a group of fellow Christians had
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been written, that it had been sponsored by such an
organization as SCP, and then published by such a
reputable publisher as InterVarsity Press. I was more
shaken, however, by the obvious implications of the
ethics involved in the production of such a book. The
mistakes and misrepresentations in the book are so
frequent and so consistent that it strains credulity to
suggest that The God-Men is merely the product of poor
scholarship.

It was my unhappy task to have to present these
findings to the court in Oakland, California, on May 28
during the trial against Duddy and the German
publisher.!

These were staggering claims. SCP was a highly respected
countercult organization at the time, considered by many of
us to be a model of careful research and thoughtful critique of
new religious movements. If Melton could document his
allegations it should have sent shock waves through the entire
countercult community and compelled us to reexamine our
methods. It would have been even more devastating in this
case than subsequent biased treatments of the LC in the
evangelical press, because up to the publishing of The God-
Men (as well as The Mind Benders) the LC had not sued
anyone. It would not have been their litigiousness that fueled

-

(



the bad will against them. It would have had to come down
merely to the fact that they were different and disagreeable.
(Disagreeable, that is, when it came to criticisms of their
movement—i.e., they didn’t respond graciously enough to suit
us when we misrepresented their theology, maligned their
characters, and falsely accused them of being a cult or
aberrant Christian group! Herein lies most visibly the moral
inconsistency of the countercult movement’s longstanding
complaint against the LC.)

In fact, Melton did document his claims; not
exhaustively, but sufficiently to establish their veracity. He
convincingly exonerated Lee of the following charges made
against him in The God-Men: “(1) denying propositional
revelation, (2) disdaining any necessity in the keeping of the
moral law (specifically the Ten Commandments) and, in
effect, leading people away from biblical ethics, and (3)
depreciating thinking, study, and the role of the mind in
reading the Bible. And [sic] (4) in the place of biblical
authority, Lee has placed himself as a [sic| oracle of new
revelation.”? The reader can access Melton’s booklet online
and see if this is not so.?

How much affect did Melton’s booklet have on the
countercult community’s perception of SCP and the LC? 1
was not aware of it making any difference at all. I recall that I
looked at it briefly when I received it, but because Melton had
come to the defense of cults in the past, because SCP had such
a respectable track record, and because CRI by this time had
a long and contentious history with the LC, I found it hard to
believe the evidence that was before my eyes and so |
mentally filed it conveniently away under the category “J.
Gordon Melton—Cult Apologist.” “Surely, Melton has it
wrong,” I thought. “If only I had the time to follow up on this
myself.”

My decision not to look further into the matter
constituted willful ignorance. Furthermore, since I was in a
position to influence CRI’s position on the LC and to decide
what we would or would not publish on them, I shared in the
culpability of other countercult ministries and publishers.

Had I been more conscientious I could have read Judge
Leo G. Seyranian’s statement of decision in the God-Men
case. I have read it more recently, and you can read it too,
since it is accessible online.* It is so completely damning to
SCP that it boggles the mind that anyone could read it and
still support the veracity of The God-Men. Reading this
decision in and of itself should be sufficient to cause a
paradigm shift for anyone in the countercult community who
has naively believed SCP’s account of the trial, which is
routinely repeated in countercult circles.’ In evaluating the
evidence, Judge Seyranian wrote:

The plaintiffs indicated at the outset of this trial and
hearing that they intended to establish “actual malice”
and the Court is satisfied that they have done so. The
evidence indicated that in almost all instances where the

defendants purported to quote from Witness Lee’s
statements they did in fact distort and take out of context
such statements by Witness Lee in order to arrive at a
predetermined result or conclusion....In addition, the
evidence has established that the defendants also
distorted the sociological model of religious conversion
by Lofland and Stark in order to attempt to fabricate a
theory of deceptive recruitment by Local Church leaders
and members allegedly based upon the plaintiff Witness
Lee’s teachings. The testimony of Dr. Rodney Stark, one
of the model’s authors, convinces the Court that the
distortion was deliberate and intentional....Furthermore,
the deposition testimony of Duddy, Alexander, Buckley
and Sire confirm that the defamatory statements were
published in some instances knowing they were false and
in other instances with a reckless disregard of the truth or
falsity thereof.

The Court agrees with the statement of the witness
Dr. Rodney Stark when he stated:

“If all that the defendants were to do was write a
book even though real nasty to Witness Lee’s
theology, we wouldn’t be here today because that is
fair in our American Society. You can do that. But
the second you start talking...naming names and
events, discrediting events, sexual hanky-panky,
financial hanky-panky, or indeed getting to a certain
point of quoting a man’s theological statements
diametrically opposed to what the man is saying,
then I think we have...We are not talking about
religion, we are talking about truth, we are talking
about libel, we are talking about fairness, we are
talking about a whole constellation of things.” (Tr.
pp- 171-172)

The court summed up the damaging allegations made
against the LC in The God- Men as follows:

All of the false statements set forth above were
defamatory in that the same convey to the readers that
the plaintiffs Witness Lee and William Freeman are
leaders of a “cult,” and the Church in Anaheim is such a
“cult”. The false statements also convey to the readers
that plaintiffs are engaged in a program of deceptive
recruiting practices that prey upon weak and vulnerable
people in order to bring them under the plaintiffs’ total
subjugation; that plaintiffs control every area of Local
Church members’ lives through the use of fear and
other various techniques of mental manipulation and
social isolation.

The statements also convey to the readers that
plaintiffs are teaching principles that allow, encourage, or
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condone immoral conduct; also, that plaintiffs are
exploiting these people financially for plaintiffs’ own gain
and further that those who leave are persecuted and
threatened with disaster.®

It has been commonly repeated in the countercult
community that the LC maliciously dealt SCP a blow that
SCP never fully recovered from. No, to be fair to the LC, SCP
dealt a debilitating blow to itself by publishing a defamatory
book. Not every countercult ministry or apologist that shared
SCP’s theological conclusions regarding the LC was
completely supportive of The God-Men. For example, Walter
Martin, the Passantinos, and I were unaware of any support
for the psychological, sociological, and criminal charges made
against the LC in The God-Men and we were uncomfortable
generally with nontheological approaches to the cults (hence
the strictly theological approach to the LC we took in our
own publications’). But because we held theological
conclusions close to those of SCP, we suspended our disbelief
regarding their other charges and supported them in the
matter of the lawsuit, suppressing truth for the sake of a
common cause and camaraderie among colleagues, and thus
partaking in their sin against the LC. Furthermore, we were
no less guilty of falsely labeling as heretics true brothers and
sisters in Christ.

The Encyclopedia of Cults and New Religions (ECNR)
When I first heard about the LC lawsuit of Harvest House,
Ankerberg, and Weldon, the LC had not yet approached us
for dialogue and I, like virtually everyone else in the
countercult community, thought: “Here we go again after all
these years. It looks like Witness Lee’s death hasn’t changed
anything. The LC are still trying to silence their critics.”

I read the disputed sections in ECNR—the introduction,
appendix, and the chapter on the LC—expecting to find some
vindication for my longtime friend and colleague John
Weldon. However, neither the loyalty generated by our many
years of collaboration, nor the deep respect I held for him as a
Christian and researcher, nor the antipathy I felt just as
strongly at that moment as I ever had for the LC, could blind
me to the fact that the LC had a legitimate grievance with the
book. Perhaps no one who has read these sections of ECNR
has more experience than I in evaluating the worthiness of
manuscripts on cults and new religions for publication, and
this manuscript would have never made it into the pages of
the CHRISTIAN RESEARCH JOURNAL without a thorough rewrite.

I noted throughout the introduction a lack of care in the
definition of terms and the categorization of groups that was at
the least imprecise, inconsistent, and unfair, and that could very
well be construed as libelous. The authors wander all over the
theological and sociological landscapes in search of a definition
of “cult,” never finding one they are completely happy with but
never entirely rejecting one either. They wind up with an
extremely broad definition based on disparate classification
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models (biblical, religious, behavioral, and sociological) that
changes somewhat from one time they employ it to the next. In
such a wide and elastic definitional net one is bound to catch
groups that do not fit all of the descriptions, and they will
predictably and understandably resent being associated with
groups that they themselves abhor.

The authors acknowledge that some groups should be
classified as aberrational Christian groups rather than as cults
because they do not espouse full-blown heresy, and they
mention Oneness Pentecostalism as a possible example of this
(something we at CRI would not agree to).® Nonetheless, they
could not find it within their criteria to classify the LC—which
even critics generally recognize do not embrace the full-blown
modalism that Oneness groups hold—in this less-malignant
category. Their classifications are therefore shown to be at best
arbitrary and at worst malicious, arising out of something
other than the demands of their own defined criteria.

Contrary to what is commonly repeated in the counter-
cult community,’ the LC’s complaint in this lawsuit—and this
was also true with the two previous ones—was never that
they were called a cult on theological grounds. Their com-
plaint was rather that the book (1) identifies the LC as a cult,
(2) defines a cult as a religious group claiming compatibility
with Christianity “whose doctrines contradict those of historic
Christianity and whose practices and ethical standards violate
those of biblical Christianity” (emphasis added),'® and (3)
includes abhorrent and even criminal behavior as examples of
what those ethical violations might be.

A section in the book particularly grievous to the LC is
the introduction’s twelve-point description of the common
characteristics of a cult.! In addition to rank heresy,
“systematic misinterpretation of the Bible,” occultism, a
rejection of reason, and other theological and spiritual
offenses, the list of cult characteristics includes:

1 “a destructive authoritarianism and sanctions-oriented
mentality”;

1 “members are often subject to psychological, physical and
spiritual harm through cult dynamics that reject biblical,
ethical and pastoral standards. Related to this, there is often
distortion of the biblical view of human sexuality or the
degradation or perversion of sexuality”;

| “paranoid or persecution conscious, and they may be
oppositional or alienated from the culture, having beliefs,
values and practices opposed to those in the dominant
culture”; and

I intimidation or deception of both members and outsiders,
often including fraud.

The defense that Harvest House, Ankerberg, and Weldon
maintained, which was ultimately accepted by the Texas
Appellate Court, was first that nowhere in the book are the
specific immoral and criminal behaviors that the LC find so
offensive explicitly attributed to the LC. The chapter on them



is very brief and doesn’t go into those areas. Second, certain
qualifications and clarifications are made in the book that
allow for the fact that these reprehensible traits are not
equally and universally shared by cults. For example, when
they introduce their twelve characteristics of cults, Ankerberg
and Weldon state: “Not all groups have all the characteristics
and not all groups have every characteristic in equal
measure....”'? Finally and most importantly, the defense was
made by the defendants and granted by the court that, at
bottom, the LC was objecting to being called a cult, but since
ECNR “centers on doctrinal and apologetic issues of theology
and apologetics” and primarily uses the term cult in that
sense, the court has no business ruling on theological matters.

Whether a court agreed to it or not, this reasoning is
simply false. Every definition that ECNR offers for “cult”
includes practices as well as beliefs. As we’ve seen, those
practices are said to violate biblical standards of ethics, and
the specific examples that the book provides to illustrate what
it means by this include all the despicable and criminal
behaviors the LC objected to being associated with. The
implication of this ruling is that normally actionable
defamation can be committed with impunity as long as the
defamation is packed into the use of a religious term.

As the LC was appealing their case to the Texas Supreme
Court, CRI and Answers in Action issued a joint statement
that said in part:

The Encyclopedia of Cults and New Religions (ECNR)
has gone outside the bounds of both responsible
theological analysis and responsible public accusation by
using the term cult as a pretext for otherwise legally
libelous language. If you look at the “LIBEL” section of
the filing, you will see that the objectionable character-
istics included “physical harm,” “fraud or deception
concerning fundraising and financial costs,” “drug
smuggling and other criminal activity, including murder,”
“denied their followers medical access,” “encouraged
prostitution,” “sometimes raped women,” “molested
children,” “beaten their disciples,” “human sacrifice,”
and “child sacrifice”—mnone of these criminal and
abhorrent acts are tied inexorably by ECNR to religious
or theological contexts...."

What about the previously mentioned qualifications and
clarifications that Ankerberg and Weldon made? First, people
who believe these qualifications allow that the LC may be
innocent of all the criminal and contemptible behaviors
mentioned in the book simply have not looked at the wording
carefully enough: “Not all groups have all the characteristics
and not all groups have every characteristic in equal
measure....” (emphases added). It is not enough to reply that
the book does not explicitly lay any one abhorrent behavior
at the door of the LC if it does in fact clearly indicate that an
unspecified percentage of specified bad behaviors do belong

there. We may not know that the LC for a fact is guilty of
pedophilia, kidnapping, destroying families, and so forth, but
we do know from the book that they may be guilty of any
one of them and are guilty of some such behaviors. Imprecise
allegations can still result in character assassination and
should therefore still be considered defamatory. The Christian
public may look at you and not know whether you’re guilty
of homicide, rape, or theft, but if a reputable Christian
publisher assures them that you’re guilty of at least one of
these crimes, then your reputation is still injured.

Furthermore, the half-hearted qualification that “not all
cults are equally culpable when it comes to unsavory teachings
and practices but enough are” (emphasis added)'* does not
exonerate any of the groups in the encyclopedia of being
culpable for unsavory practices. It only allows that an
unspecified number of them are not equally culpable with the
more extreme offenders. Such vague qualifications not only do
not protect some groups so labeled, they thoroughly slander
all labeled groups. For example, if someone were to tell you
that one of the twelve elders in your church was a pedophile
who had escaped conviction and incarceration on a
technicality, it might actually be the case that your child would
be safe with eleven of the twelve elders. But you, as a parent
who does not know which one is guilty, would be
irresponsible if you left your child in the care of any of the
twelve elders. Eleven elders have been slandered while only
one elder is guilty. This is what ECNR has done to the LC.

Finally, it seems worth noting that the authors excluded
“criminal cults” from their twelve-point definition of a cult.”?
This means that their “kinder, gentler” definition of a cult is
the one they give in the book; that is, this is as far as they
were really willing to go in the way of concession and
qualification.

Members of the countercult community who take
comfort in, or feel vindicated by, the Texas Appellate Court’s
decision can only rightfully do so if they were equally
discomfited, and engaged in commensurate soul searching
and examining of their own methods, after the Mind Benders
retraction and the God-Men ruling. Two out of three court
cases vindicated the LC of the charges against them, and the
one that didn’t based its ruling on a dubious interpretation of
the law, not on the basis that the allegations made against the
LC were actually true. In other words, even in the ECNR
case the defendants admitted under oath that they had no
basis for associating the LC with any of the contemptible and
criminal behaviors they included in their definition of cult. In
effect, they simply succeeded at arguing that they should be
free to bear false witness (i.e., to break the Ninth
Commandment) as long as they do so in the context of
defining a group as a cult. In light of Jesus’ mandate that His
followers be the light of the world, it is hardly a cause for
celebration when they convince a worldly court to hold them
to a lower standard than it holds the world.
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Why Is the LC So “Touchy”?
The question should still be addressed: why is the LC so
“touchy” about being the subject of a one-and-one-half-page
chapter in a book, especially when the chapter does not
specifically accuse them of the detestable behaviors and
practices that are only spoken of more generally elsewhere in
the book? Why go to the trouble and expense of a lawsuit,
especially when Scripture exhorts Christians not to take each
other to court (1 Cor. 6:1-8)? That is a reasonable question,
one that I was still asking myself well after we entered into
dialogue with the LC.

After my tour of China, however, I understood. I
shared meals with Christian brothers who served prison
terms after authorities were emboldened to take action
against them by ECNR and the Appeals Court’s ruling.
For Christians in America, being labeled a cult member
may only result in humiliation; for Christians in Asia, it
can result in persecution to an extent we never have to
worry about here.

The LC’s ability to carry on their mission in their home
country is radically affected by whether the government
considers them a socially disruptive cult or a socially
responsible religion. The status of the LC is still very much in
the air and they have both advocates and detractors in high
places. And, as previously mentioned, Hank and I were
assured by some of these government officials that when the
Western press publishes on any sect operating in China, the
government pays close attention and it definitely can affect
their policy. The LC simply cannot afford to sit back
passively and allow themselves to be labeled a sociological
cult in the Western press.

None of this—including Hank’s filing an amicus brief on
behalf of the LC'*—should be taken to mean that CRI
supported the LC’s lawsuit against Harvest House,
Ankerberg, and Weldon. The truth is that we thought it was
a mistake, we sought to facilitate understanding and dialogue
between the parties, and we consistently advised the LC
against it. What all of this should be taken to mean, however,
is that we believe there are mitigating circumstances behind
the LC’s legal actions that should evoke greater
understanding and willingness to extend grace than the
countercult community has thus far demonstrated.

Not only is there the situation in Asia to consider, but
also the fact that the LC always took legal action as a last
resort when the parties absolutely refused to meet with them
as Christian brothers. Indeed, Harvest House actually sued
the LC first and accused the LC of “harassing” them with
their continued appeals to meet and discuss their differences.
This is not just the LC’s version of what happened: the entire
communication between the two parties is documented in
correspondence, and we possess copies of all of it.

A Long History of Litigious Behavior?
The LC therefore has only brought suit against Christians
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three times, and in each case the circumstances were such that
some appreciation for the dilemma the LC faced is warranted.
I know, however, that if I stop here many people in the
countercult community will feel that T have not fully
addressed the issue. After the CHRISTIAN RESEARCH JOURNAL
ran a news piece on the LC in 2007,"” my old friend and
colleague Eric Pement wrote a letter to the editor in which he
raised the following concern:
The article suggests that the “local churches” gained an
undeserved reputation for litigation due to just two or
three lawsuits over a 40-year span. It is common
knowledge among countercult ministries—including CRI
and Answers in Action—that the “local churches” often
threatened litigation against Christians who criticized
them. Since many nonprofit ministries run with limited
budgets, these ministries usually backed down, issued
retractions, or replaced the offending materials without a
court action technically being filed. In a few cases, the
critics ignored the threats or prevailed in hearings.

Legal action was threatened against Christian
Literature Crusade in 1973 over the book The
Ecclesiology of Watchman Nee and Witness Lee; against
CRI in 1977; against Christian Herald Books in 1979
over The Lure of the Cults; against Regal Books in 1979;
against Moody Bible Institute, against Salem Kirban, and
against Eternity magazine, all in 1980; against
InterVarsity Press in 1983; against Tyndale Press in
1985; against Moody Press in 1991; against [the late] Jim
Moran and Light of Truth Ministries in 1995, 2000, and
2001; against Bereans Apologetics Research Ministry in
2002; and against Daniel Azuma in 2003.

Most of the information above comes from an
article published by the Spiritual Counterfeits Project in
1983 (driven into bankruptcy by litigation expenses from
the “local churches” from 1980 to 1985) and an article
published by Jim Moran in 2003. Moran’s copyrights are
now owned by The Church in Fullerton, which forbids
reprinting his article.

I doubt that the Mormons and the Jehovah’s
Witnesses combined have issued as many lawsuits and
threats of lawsuits against evangelical Christian
publishers.

In response to Pement, I know for a fact that he is wrong
about the LC threatening legal action against CRI in 1977 (or
in any other year for that matter). I also am familiar with
several of the other situations he recounts, and my
recollection does not agree with the information he is using.
However, I was unable to address all of the situations he
referenced and so I turned to the LC for their account of this
history. They submitted to me a twenty-four page (plus
enclosures) detailed and documented response to Pement’s
allegations that fully satisfied me in the matter. They have not
yet decided whether to make their reply public and, if they
do, they would want to do further work on it, but they did



give me permission to reproduce the following portions. I
believe the following excerpts helpfully sum up the more
detailed information contained in the document and put the
allegation of “a history of litigiousness” into perspective:

We want to emphasize that the controlling principles of
all our responses to adverse criticism over the last thirty
years have been the same in every case:

1. We always first tried to take the way of going to our
Christian brothers to reconcile our differences through
peaceful fellowship as the Bible instructs in Matthew
18:15-20 and 2 Timothy 2:25-26. In some cases we
vainly sought such Christian fellowship for a year or
more before any other action was taken.

2. If only doctrinal differences were expressed, writing
and fellowship, not litigation, were the only appro-
priate options.

3. The accusation of being a “cult” or of possessing the
horrendous practices or the despicable sociological
attributes that became the hallmark of cults as they were
defined post 1970 is clearly outside the realm of
doctrinal disputes. This type of accusation creates such
fear that it is impossible to erase its effect through
writing or speaking. The strong prejudice engendered by
the “cult” label caused fellow believers to turn away
from us and deny us a fair hearing. In the three extreme
situations when we were forced to take the way of
litigation to address such charges, many evangelicals
assailed us for unchristian behavior, yet they defended
those who deliberately gave false witness in an effort to
destroy their fellow believers. It is ironic that as we were
rejected as being outside the faith, we were castigated for
not dealing with these matters within the household of
faith. The fact is that when such accusations are made
with deliberate falsity, they are properly the subject of
legal recourse. Seeing no other alternative, we sought
redress from secular authorities with the hope of
receiving more righteous consideration than we received
from the Christian publishers and authors who rebuffed
our attempts at Christian fellowship.

4. We did go to talk with authors and publishers who
had republished (sometimes verbatim) the original
falsehoods of the earlier publications. Our intention was
to appeal to their conscience, not to threaten litigation.
This is overwhelmingly borne out in the cases in this
present study. The fact that the local churches had been
successful in proving the falsehood in both of the original
books that many of them relied upon may have raised a
fear of litigation in their mind.

We do not claim to be perfect, but our principle was
not to threaten but to correct a wrong understanding. As
this documented study demonstrates, for others to report
those conversations as outright threats by us is simply
false. Pement, who raised this issue, should recall that
when his organization, JPUSA, published a demeaning

and false tract about the local churches,'® two members
(including one of the authors of this work) representing
the local churches traveled to Chicago and attempted to
dialogue with them. In that dialogue, no conclusion was
reached, no threat of litigation was made, and their tract
was not withdrawn. How does Pement account for
omitting this incident in his account of our dealings with
our critics? How did Pement reconcile his own
experience with us with the accusations he has repeated
without any personal knowledge?

When we finally did appeal to the courts for relief
concerning the two earlier books, we did not do so lightly
or without cause. In this country, the ministry, the
churches and many individual members suffered greatly
because of the false accusations contained in God-Men
and Mindbenders, accusations that were repeated in at
least three hundred other books, articles and broadcasts
(God-Men was even translated into Chinese and circulated
in China). The growth of the churches was stopped and
the acceptance of Brother Lee’s ministry was severely
damaged. Families suffered estrangement, divorces were
caused, jobs were lost, some members were physically
assaulted, our children were confronted with the “cult”
charge, and many members were exposed to
embarrassment and humiliation because of those two
books. But the suffering in the United States pales in
comparison to what the local churches and individuals
suffered because of the “cult” accusation in countries
where freedom of religion was not protected. In those
places, members suffered arrest, imprisonment and worse.
How could we not act? Because of these factors we were
forced [to] file lawsuits in the United States when no other
avenue was open to us. This tragic history was also before
us when the decision was made to pursue the more recent
litigation against Harvest House and its authors. Some of
the same things were beginning to happen again as a result
of their book. We could not tolerate the damage that
would come to the churches and individuals in the
countries alluded to above without acting to prevent it.

Rather than promoting these unfounded comparisons,
it might be more appropriate for Pement and others
making such accusations to ask how many lawsuits
Christian publishers have filed against other Christians.
The answer is that many major Evangelical publishers
have filed numerous lawsuits to recover financial losses
from other Christian and secular parties. This information
is publicly available to those who would look for it.
Publishers’ lawsuits have been mostly over collecting bad
debts from believers, matters that fall clearly under the
proscription of 1 Corinthians 6. Certainly there must have
been many threats of litigation that preceded the actual
filing of these suits. Does no one see the hypocrisy in
condemning the three lawsuits of one Christian group
while turning a blind eye to the more numerous actions of
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mainline Christian publishers? Harvest House has in fact
engaged in more litigation against fellow Christians than
we have. Has anyone ever criticized Harvest House for
suing Christian bookstore owners? Furthermore, Harvest
House sued us while we were asking them to meet with
us. Has anyone ever publicly criticized them for initiating
the use of litigation in our dispute?®’

To sum up: what the countercult community perceives
to be litigious behavior on the part of the LC can in most
cases be documented to be merely an effort to meet with
and appeal to countercult writers and publishers to correct
false allegations that they have published against a
Christian group. The countercult community also needs to
look long and hard at the inconsistency of its strong
condemnation and bitter resentment of the LC for taking
legal action against Christians to protect the freedom,
ministries, and reputations of its people vis-a-vis the
countercult communities’ seeming indifference about some
of its own publishers taking legal action against Christians
to protect their financial interests, for these latter cases
more closely parallel the kinds of situations Paul addressed
in 1 Corinthians 6:1-8 (see, e.g., v. 7).

To preserve his freedom, ministry, and reputation, Paul
“appealed to Caesar.” This is how the LC view and justify
their last-resort decisions to take legal action three times over
the past thirty years. Even if we don’t agree with them, we
need the humility to recognize that we have never had to make
such hard decisions—with so many consequences for devout
Christians’ lives—as these brothers in Christ have had to face.
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The Conclusion
Of the Matter:
We Were Wrong

n this article T have addressed those aspects of the
LC that a leading group of evangelical scholars
and countercult workers considered the most egregious,
and I have demonstrated that the LC has been grossly mis-
understood.

Of course, there are other aspects of the LC’s theology
and practice that have been criticized in countercult
literature besides those that were mentioned in the Open
Letter. It would go beyond the scope and available space of
this article to deal with those further areas, but to state our
position: we would concur with some of our colleagues’
additional criticisms concerning such areas as (1) the LC’s
trichotomous view of human nature, and how that contri-
butes to a more mystical approach to the Christian life than
we are comfortable with; and (2) their hermeneutical meth-
od, including dispensationalism and a more speculative
approach to typology than we are comfortable with. How-
ever, none of these areas of LC teaching compromises
orthodoxy. Furthermore, the pattern we have seen in this
article of critics not probing far enough into LC literature to
discern the balancing aspects of their teachings applies to
many of these other doctrines as well.

I can easily envision many members of the countercult
community responding to this article in the same manner that
I responded to Melton’s open letter so long ago: “Surely Miller
has it wrong! If only I had time to follow up on this myself.”

It is our prayer that there will rather be an awakening
throughout the countercult community to the same issues we
have confronted at CRI regarding the LC. These include:

1. How important is truth to us? Enough to admit that
we were wrong?

2. How important is being right with God to us?
Enough to ask forgiveness of people we have maligned
for many years?

3. How important is the love of Christ to us? Enough
to embrace in Christian fellowship people who we once

distrusted and resented—despite the fact that many
cultural and nonessential theological differences still
exist between us?

This seems like a critical crossroads for the countercult
community. When animus drives ministry decisions and
actions, everybody loses. Without an emphasis on restoration
and reconciliation and a willingness to confess past sin and
error, countercult ministry is not New Testament ministry.
Can we rise above a rigidly parochial perspective, see the big
picture of how best to extend the gospel and the Kingdom of
God in today’s world, and support a vital Christian work in a
strategically important part of the globe? The world situation
is rapidly changing, with Christianity losing its influence in
the West but growing rapidly in parts of the Third World.!
However, in many of those places where evangelical faith is
flourishing, “word of faith” and other aberrant Western
exports are flourishing right along with it, and Christianity is
further compromised by the infusion of pagan folk elements.
This is not happening nearly to the same degree in China, and
especially not with the LC. They could play an important role
in preserving orthodoxy and launching missions well into the
twenty-first century and beyond.

Despite our remaining differences with the LC on certain
nonessential issues of faith and practice, we are absolutely
convinced that our previous assessment of them as an
“aberrant Christian group” simply does not do them justice.
Although different from what we are used to here in the
West, this is a solidly orthodox group of believers.

Elliot Miller is editor-in-chief of the CHRISTIAN RESEARCH
JOURNAL.

1 Some may question including China in the “Third World” since it is on its way to replacing
Japan as the world’s second largest economy, but as recently as October 2008 on CNN’s Sun-
day program Fareed Zakaria GPS, Chinese president Hu Jintao declined Zakaria’s characteriza-
tion of China as a “superpower” and described it instead as a “developing nation.”
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No Longer a Heretilce

Threat;

Now Dear Brotrl

and Sisters 1in Chri:

Why,
Local

concerning the

Churches,

T 'No Longer Critici:
but Instead: Commend

by Gretchen Passantino

he teachings of Witness Lee were first criticized in
publication in America in 1975 by me and my late

husband, Bob Passantino. Witness Lee and the Local
Churches (CARIS, 1975) represented our investigation into
a movement that had been in America since 1962 that
achieved public notoriety such that we (and our
organization CARIS) and CRI founder Walter Martin
believed analysis was needed. Over five years other
publications followed: The Teachings of Witness Lee and
the Local Churches, coauthored by my brother E. Calvin
(Cal) Beisner, my husband Bob, and me (CRI, 1978), an
audio teaching by Walter Martin, and an appendix
contributed by Cal, Bob, and me to Walter Martin’s book
The New Cults (Vision House, 1980). CRI researcher Elliot
Miller, as well, contributed research, editing, and discussion
that helped determine CRI’s position. CRI published only a
short summary informational piece and a couple of news
updates subsequent to 1980. Neither CARIS nor Bob’s and
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my later organization, Answers In Action (AIA), published
anything else on the subject.

Although several organizations before and since pub-
lished criticisms, CARIS and CRI provided the theological
base for most of the negative public exposure. Some publi-
cations were not restricted to theological evaluations and
some were inflammatory and derogatory, leading the local
churches (LC) to defend themselves legally.

After the local churches prevailed in two lawsuits, little
criticism was published until John Ankerberg and John
Weldon’s Encyclopedia of Cults and New Religions (ECNR)
in 1999. By that time, Walter Martin and Bob Passantino died
(1989 and 2003), E. Calvin Beisner left active cult apologetics
to further his education and become a teacher of theology
(1992-2007), Hank Hanegraaff assumed leadership of CRI
(1989), Elliot Miller remained at CRI, being the editor-in-chief
of this JOURNAL, and I continued directing AIA. The
publication of ECNR drew Hank, Elliot, and me back into



the controversy because the misstatements of fact and
defamatory nature of ECNR caused severe, unmerited harm
to the local churches, particularly to members in China denied
freedom of religion and other basic human rights, including
being imprisoned.

While the local churches had represented a passing
theological exercise early in Elliot’s and my careers, and
historical documents for Hank as CRI president, the subject
now provoked a sense of urgency to reexamine that earlier
work and determine if our biblical stance would now be to
defend the local churches or merely to correct quietly our
zealously irresponsible colleagues (Ankerberg and Weldon).
When the local churches approached us for mediation over
ECNR, we were eager to be used by God to bring any needed
redemption, reconciliation, or correction. We had learned that
direct interaction, compassionate charity, and contextual,
comprehensive research were necessary for accurate analysis.
Bob was still alive, and he was adamant that we had an
obligation, as the ones who had first published on this
movement in America, to revisit the issue and ensure the
analysis was correct. Although he died before the research
commenced, I know he would join Hank and Elliot and me
today affirming that the local churches are orthodox in
essential doctrine, our brethren in Christ, defamed by ECNR,
and wronged by us, who contributed to the criticism that
caused such destruction on the local churches’ religious and
personal freedom, especially in China.

Elliot’s contribution is to reevaluate essential local church
theology. My contribution is to summarize why we first made
wrong conclusions, and to encourage my apologetics
colleagues either to reexamine and include the greater
evidence, as we have, or at least to refrain from condemning
the local churches based on the original faulty research.

First, when we encountered LC teaching that was
problematic, we assumed the problem stemmed from heresy
or confusion on their part rather than misunderstanding on
our part. We and Walter Martin always refrained from calling
the local churches a cult. We preferred the term “aberrant,”
and affirmed they were brothers and sisters in Christ,
although we were convinced some of their teachings on
essential doctrines were at best contradictory, at worst
heretical. But we misunderstood Lee’s provocative habit of
making stark, seemingly contradictory statements and then
explaining and distinguishing them from heresy elsewhere in
his text, sometimes far removed from the provocative
statements. For Lee this alerted his students to pay careful
attention and not presume. For us this signaled confusion
and/or heresy. Our more recent research of a greater body of
material coupled with direct interaction with local church
leadership convinces us that those teachings are neither
contradictory nor heretical, but still confusing to many,
especially outsiders.

Second, the material we studied in the 1970s was
deficient in depth and breadth for three main reasons: (1)
There was much less in print in America then. (2) Much was

not easily accessible to us, especially when members became
afraid that we would use anything written merely to criticize.
(3) Most of what was available in print was neither defensive
nor polemic, but was instead meant as teaching aids for
members under the leadership of experienced brothers who
clarified the confusing and restrained heretical misunder-
standings. A further deficiency was more in our intellectual
depth and breadth at this early point in our careers than in
the materials themselves. Lee’s heritage was Eastern, not
Western, and consequently did not reflect the rational,
didactic, Aristotelian exposition familiar to us, causing us to
suspect theological error rather than mere cultural difference.
This practice of using paradox and/or significantly postponing
clarification—neither to be confused with irrationality,
incoherence, or mere relativism—is common in Eastern
thinking and in earlier periods of Western writing, but has
been virtually erased in contemporary American writing.
Third, Nee and Lee’s theological approach was different
from the systematic theology of Western Christianity,
especially Protestantism, more especially among evangelicals,
particularly among cult apologists. Local church theology is
more practically oriented; it enables a Christian to follow
Christ day by day, especially under persecution or opposition,
rather than describing a theoretical and rational paradigm. In
this sense, local church theology is similar to Eastern
Orthodoxy, even though local church teachers say they did
not study nor derive their theology from Eastern Orthodoxy.
This paradigm appeared not merely different, but wrong.
Fourth, we isolated the teachings of the local churches
from their historical and cultural roots, mistaking some of
their unique experiences as affirmations of heresy. The local
churches came from China, not from Western Europe by way
of America. Eastern ways of thinking, Asian cultural customs,
and ancient roots had their own unique impacts on how
Christianity developed in the local churches. For example, for
American evangelicals who have never been enslaved or
invaded, a uniquely “European” Christianity is virtually
indiscernible. But for Chinese Christians who have been
enslaved and invaded, European Christianity historically
linked to the opium wars and being “Shanghaied” to America,
slaving to build the railroads, is at best unappealing, at worst
threatening. When a Chinese Christian sees the New
Testament’s practice of giving no name or distinction to a
gathering of believers other than its locality (“the church in
Rome”), this idea leaps out as a corrective to the Roman
Catholicism of invaders or the Protestantism of Shanghaiers.
When we properly placed the teachings of the local churches
into their historical and cultural contexts, we realized they did
not teach the exclusivism of “we are the only true church” but
instead the inclusivism of “we are only the true church, just
like all true believers.” The differences between the local
churches and most American churches is more like the
differences between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians
of the New Testament, both groups true believers; it is not
like the differences between the Gnostic heretics of the second
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century and the orthodox true believers of the same period.
(This is true even for American or European LC believers,
since most of them have only experienced the Christian life in
the local churches.)

Fifth, we misjudged the local churches because both we
and they were immature, inexperienced, and sometimes
insensitive. On our part, we only experienced evangelical
American Protestantism; we studied primarily systematic
theology; we developed our apologetics around rational,
logical, and evidential paradigms; we judged issues more often
as black or white, right or wrong rather than more carefully
nuanced (not to be confused with relativism or subjectivism).
For example, this meant we marginalized personal interaction
as irrelevant to reading their materials. When written state-
ments seemed to say that the local churches were the only true
churches, we understood them as exclusivistic statements,
whereas they were ambiguous and could have meant that,
from God’s perspective, there is only one church not delineated
by any distinguishing name such as “Presbyterian.” If we had
engaged in personal interaction without presumed animosity,
we would have discovered that the local churches’ bebavior
was inclusive, not exclusive, as we did discover over the last
five years. Our youth meant that on both sides we sometimes
were quick to anger, slow to reconcile, quick to conclude
deception, slow to encourage openness, and so on.

These and other reasons raised by Elliot in his theological
review help explain how we misjudged the local churches. I
conclude with an appeal to my colleagues, especially my
brother, E. Calvin Beisner. Walter Martin and Bob Passantino
are dead. Hank Hanegraaff came to CRI after our initial
research. The bulk of the “evidence” in the Open Letter is the
same as the evidence we first used to make our mistaken
judgments before 1981. Elliot and I have reexamined that
evidence. More importantly, we interacted with the local
church leaders and now better understand the context of their
teachings. Most importantly, we examined a much larger
body of material and interviewed a significantly greater
number of local church members. Cal may have reexamined
the original material. He has said he has not interacted
directly with local church members and leaders. He has
refused to examine any further material unless or until the
leadership repudiates statements they, Elliot, and I believe are
not inherently heretical and therefore don’t need repudiation.
Among the three living apologists who are able to make this
reexamination, two have done so and come to the conclusion
that we were wrong and the local churches’ teachings are not
heretical; they are not cultic or a cult. The third has
admittedly not done the due diligence we have, but he
remains convinced that the local churches’ teachings are
heretical and cultic. Which conclusion appears to have the
greatest credibility? Elliot and I have more to commend our
reversal than Cal has to maintain his original position.

I know what kept me from reexamining this subject
earlier. First, Pve been preoccupied with other demands;
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second, I’ve rarely been wrong in my apologetics research and
couldn’t statistically justify the commitment of time and effort
for reexamination; third, it is easy to attribute the orthodox-
sounding parts of local church teaching to counterfeiting,
rather than genuine orthodoxy; fourth, it is incontrovertible
that the local churches appear distinctive from common
evangelical American Protestantism, and that can be a clue
(but not a certainty) that the teaching is heretical; fifth, I've
seen one cult (the Worldwide Church of God) recant its
heresy and embrace orthodoxy, and it is more pleasurable to
save a sinner than apologize to a wronged brother; sixth, it is
embarrassing to admit 've been wrong; and seventh, a cult is
at least as likely to protest its orthodoxy as is a mislabeled
orthodox group.

The one factor that did not keep me from a new
examination is one my brother Cal shares: we do not have to
admit that our condemnation was based on what others had
done rather than on our own research. Among the signers of
the Open Letter are many apologists who did no more
extensive research than what Bob, Walter, Elliot, Cal, and I
did in the 1970s. Of the three of us who are still alive, two of
us are telling the rest that we were wrong. Since we contend
we were wrong then and right now, that should be sufficient
for at least some signers to refrain from continuing to
condemn the local churches, even if they don’t have the time
or energy to conduct better research than we did then, and as
good research as we did now.

My previous research (developed with and shared by
Bob, Walter, Elliot, and Cal) was inadequate to the extent that
my conclusion was wrong. My current research (developed
with and shared by Hank and Elliot) is far deeper and wider
than the previous, and is adequate to the extent that it has
overturned my previous conclusion. No matter how many
people sign the Open Letter and how many times the same
inadequate sources are cited, the conclusion supported in this
issue of the JOURNAL prevails in the arena of truth. The local
churches believe the essentials of orthodox Christian theology
and should be embraced as brothers and sisters in Christ
rather than opposed as believers in heresy. I pray other
apologists will rescind their condemnation, if not reengage the
issue to the same depth we have. We risk either being guilty of
accusing a brother or of falsely embracing a heretic. What
spiritual right do we have to refuse to revisit this issue?

Gretchen Passantino Coburn is the co-founder and
director of Answers In Action (AIA) (www.answers.org), a
prolific author, and an adjunct seminary professor. She holds a
B.A. in Comparative Literature from the University of
California (Irvine) and an M.Div. from Faith Evangelical
Lutheran Seminary (Tacoma, WA).



Are the Loecal
Churches a Cult?

n the basis of a six-year primary research project

represented in part in this Special Edition of the JOURNAL,

the Christian Research Institute has concluded that the
local churches are a genuine expression of authentic New
Testament Christianity.

To begin with, the local churches are not a cult from a
theological perspective. In this sense, a cult may be defined as a
pseudo-Christian organization that claims to be Christian but
outright denies essential Christian doctrine. While I personally
have differences with the local churches when it comes to
secondary issues, such as the timing of the tribulation or the
meaning of the millennium, I stand shoulder to shoulder with the
local churches when it comes to the essentials that define biblical
orthodoxy. With respect to the Trinity, for example, we are united
in the reality that there is one God revealed in three persons who

are eternally distinct. Although we may disagree on the exegesis of

particular passages, this premise is inviolate. Moreover, it is
significant to note that in interacting with members of the local
churches over a protracted period of time, I have witnessed in
them a keen interest in doctrinal precision sadly missing in major
segments of the evangelical community.

Furthermore, the local churches are not a cult from a
sociological perspective. In this sense, a cult is a religious or semi-
religious sect whose followers are controlled by strong leadership
in virtually every dimension of their lives. Devotees characterist-
ically manifest a displaced loyalty for the “guru” and the group
and are galvanized together through physical and/or psychological
intimidation tactics. It is unconscionable that the local churches
have been uncharitably lumped together with sociological cults
involved in the most heinous activities conceivable. Indeed, it is
tragic that this classification has been used to persecute and im-
prison members of the local churches in various regions around
the world.

Finally, the local churches are an authentic expression of
New Testament Christianity. Moreover, as a group forged in the
cauldron of persecution, it has much to offer Western Christianity.
In this respect three things immediately come to mind.

First is their practice of prophesying—not in the sense of
foretelling the future but in the 1 Corinthians 14 sense of exhort-
ing, edifying, encouraging, educating, equipping, and explicating
Scripture. As such, constituents are corporately involved in wor-
ship through the Word. Second is their practice of pray-reading as
a meaningful link between the intake of Scripture and efficacious
communion with God in prayer. And third is their fervent
commitment to the Great Commission (Matt. 28:19).

If the early Christian church had one distinguishing
characteristic, it was their passion to communicate the love,
joy, and peace that only Jesus Christ can bring to the human
heart. As we become entrenched in an age of esotericism, it is
essential that genuine believers in all walks of life emulate this
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passion—a passion I have personally
witnessed as I shared fellowship with
brothers and sisters in Christ from local
churches in such faraway cities as
Taipei, Seoul, and Nanjing.

In sum, along with Christians from
a broad range of persuasions, the local
churches are dedicated to both proper
doctrine (orthodoxy) and proper practice
(orthopraxy). As such, we march
together by the maxim, “In essentials
unity, in non-essentials liberty, and in all
things charity.” While we will continue to
debate secondary issues this side of the
veil, I have no doubt that we will spend
an eternity together growing in the
knowledge of the One who saved us by
grace alone, through faith alone, on
account of Christ alone.

—Hank Hanegraaff

Hank Hanegraaff is president of the
Christian Research Institute and host of
the Bible Answer Man broadcast heard
daily throughout the United States and
Canada. For a list of stations airing the
Bible Answer Man, or to listen online,
log on to www.equip.org.
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