The MYTH OF THE UNIVERSAL CHURCH

I 
A Theory Without A Leg To Stand On
One of the most widespread theories of this day is the theory that the church that Jesus founded was not a local, visible assembly, but a Universal Invisible Church to which all believers belong, and of which they were made a part through a mysterious, mystical Holy Spirit baptism. It will be the purpose of the author to show the fallacy of this theory in this book. 
Most heresies have plausible arguments to justify them. Scriptures are taken out of context and made to bolster up error, or else ignoring the uniform teaching of the Scriptures concerning a certain thing, certain verses are pressed into use to make a false teaching seem reasonable. But the heresy of the Universal Church, doesn't really have anything to back it up. It simply will not bear honest investigation. Yet, the Universal theory is one of the most popular, and one of the most commonly held of all teachings. Liberals and Conservatives alike make use of this false doctrine. Indeed, it is a doctrine that is fundamental to many of their other beliefs. Many otherwise orthodox writers assume the Universal Church theory as a matter of course, and so popular is it that the correctness of it is seldom even questioned. Only a wise and wily Satan could have put over this doctrine so skillfully. But let us remember that Satan is the great counterfeiter. He has a counterfeit for every true doctrine of the Bible. I taught in a Bible school for young ministers for some years, and I challenged my classes to name a single doctrine of the Christian faith that Satan has not devised a counterfeit for. Every student pondered my challenge, but none were ever able to mention any doctrine for which Satan has not devised a counterfeit. 
Why have so many able preachers come to hold the doctrine of the Universal Church? Most of such have just adopted it without careful examination. It is a part of the current theological jargon of the times, and they have swallowed it down unthinkingly. The writer is a Premillennialist - and without apology, but he has heard many a Premillennial speaker ring the changes on the "CHOORCH" as they pronounced it. Over and over again they spoke of the "Rapture of the CHOORCH," yet the Scripture they referred to, says nothing about "The rapture of the church," Look at I Thessalonians 4:15-16. What does it say? 
"For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel and the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first. Then we which are alive and remain, shall be caught up together with them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air." 
Note that there is no mention of the CHURCH. It says "The dead in Christ," and "We which are alive and remain." The word church is not used. Reference is to believers. "Oh,' says someone, "but it means the Church." That is pure assumption - that is part of a theory. All believers are NOT members of the genuine church - the one that Jesus started. This I shall prove as I go along. 
I am writing as one who was once addicted to the Universal theory, and the word "addict" properly expresses it. That theory was a part of my theological thinking. Where did I get it? I got it from two sources - the Scofield Bible notes, and the Scofield Bible course. Let me pause to say that generally speaking, I consider Dr. Scofield a great Bible scholar. A Bible scholar today is often thought of as a man who is a critical researcher into such questions as "did John write the Apocalypse, or is it a forgery;" "were there three Isaiahs or one?" Their knowledge is not of the Scriptures, but of critical theories that seek to discredit the Scriptures. Dr. Scofield was a student of the Bible itself. He and his associates did a colossal work in preparing the Scofield Bible. I like the arrangement of that Bible very much and would not take $500. for my copy, if I could not buy another. Dr. Scofield had a Bible correspondence course on the market for about twenty-five years. At his death, the Moody Bible Institute took it over, and it is continued until this day. I took this course, which was designed to cover a period of two years study, and I had the distinction of completing the course in the shortest time of any student who had taken it up to that date. So- what I am saying is that I had a thorough dose of Scofieldism, most of which was helpful, but I became thoroughly inoculated with the Universal Church theory. At a Baptist associational meeting I heard a staunch Baptist preacher bring a sermon in which he combated the Universal theory, and presented the view that Baptist churches have had continuous history from the days of Christ, and are to be identified with the church which He started in the days of His flesh. I went away from the meeting very angry, and determined to write a booklet such as to refute the views that I had listened to. But honest study along that line is fatal to the holder of the Universal theory. I spent several months collecting data concerning the history of Baptists and others, together with a study of the Universal theory. The result was, I discovered to my chagrin that the preacher who had so angered me was right. Out of my study developed my book, "The Church That Jesus Built," which has gone through some ten editions and has never been refuted. Incidentally, the preacher who had angered me, liked my book very much and bought and circulated many copies. 
I was a great admirer of Dr. Scofield, as I have already indicated, but no man is infallible. We should not follow any human teacher with such blind adulation that we fail to search the Scriptures for ourselves. Dr. Scofield was as far from the truth on the church question as it is possible to get. The Bible doesn't indicate that Jesus is the author of but one kind of church, but Scofield has several kinds of churches in his writings. He writes to the "church visible", "the church local", "the true church" and so on. As I examined the Scriptures, I had to take what God says rather than what Scofield and others say. I wonder how many who read this book will be willing to take the same step I took when I renounced my precious Universal theory? I wonder how many will throw aside prejudice such as to face the fact that the Universal theory is utterly without Scripture backing, and is the author of some of the worst heresies that we know anything about. 
Baptists didn't use to fall for the Universal theory. The staunch old Baptist scholars and historians of the past were believers in the perpetuity of Baptist churches through the centuries, back to the days of Christ. But we are in a liberalistic, ecumenical period, when Baptist teachers in our schools and seminaries are loose in their views. They want to fit in with what is currently popular, so many of these have espoused the Universal theory. 



II 
Why And When This Theory Started
There is no mention of a Universal Church in the Bible. The warmest advocates of the theory will of necessity admit that nearly every instance in which ecclesia, translated church, is found, reference is to an actual, local, visible church. The other few times ecclesia is used, according to the laws of language, the term is used in a generic or abstract sense, and does not at all refer to an all-inclusive Universal, Invisible some thing. This will be dealt with later. 
Not only does the New Testament know nothing of a Universal, Invisible Church, Christians of the early centuries knew nothing of such. I have read rather widely in the writings of the early church fathers - the writings of the Christian leaders who lived in the early days of Christianity all the way from Polycarp who knew John the apostle, on down. In their writings they don't speak of an all embracing spiritual Universal, Invisible Church. Doubtlessly they would have been amazed at such a doctrine. They speak of church and churches - never of a vague Universal, Invisible monstrosity composed of all the saved everywhere. They knew the Greek language too well to try to use the term ecclesia in such a sense anyhow. 
As time passed, Satan managed to introduce heresies and perversions among the churches. These eventually produced the Roman Catholic Church. Bear in mind that Roman Catholicism did not spring full grown into the world. It is the product of error and false doctrine accumulated over a period of several centuries. Dr. R. K. Maiden, former editor of the Word and Way, of Missouri, has the following to say about the rise of the Universal Church theory: 

"The conception and adoption of the Universal Church Theory, is the parent heresy in ecciesiology. How and when did this theory originate? The change from the idea of the individual, self-governing church, to the Universal Church had its origin in one of the most colossal blunders of all Christian history - that of making 'ecclesia' and 'basileia' identical. So far from being identical, the difference between 'church' and 'kingdom' is so great as to require that they be contrasted rather than compared. Jesus and the writers of the New Testament never confused the two terms. The taproot of the Universal Church theory is the identification of the church and kingdom, making the two coincident, coextensive and coterminous. The theory of the identity of church and kingdom and of the universality of the church were twin born. New Testament writers knew nothing of a world church. As nearly as can be determined, the first formal, official identification of church and kingdom was projected when the Roman Empire became nominally Christianized, about the time of the consummation of the great ecclesiastical apostasy. It was the Ecumenical Council of Nice, called by the Emperor Constantine, that affirmed and projected as its creed the idea of a 'Catholic' World Church. From then down to the Lutheran Reformation of the sixteenth century, the universal VISIBLE theory of the church held the field, except for the scattered, comparatively obscure, hunted and persecuted little churches known by various names at different times - churches of the New Testament type in doctrine and polity. Following the Reformation period and born of the Reformation movement, there emerged a new theory of the church - the UNIVERSAL, INVISIBLE SPIRITUAL THEORY."
The Universal Visible Church theory is an utter necessity of the Roman Catholic Church. There is not the slightest resemblance between the simply organized, self-governing churches of New Testament times, and the great, complex hierarchical pope dominated institution that we know as the Roman Catholic Church today. Conditions in that church became so intolerable that they produced the Protestant Reformation. Let it be remembered, and never forgotten that Baptists are NOT Protestants. They existed long before the rise of Protestantism. 
When the Protestant reformers split the Catholic world, they did not make the radical changes they would have made had they gone back to the Bible as their standard of life, and doctrine, and conduct. They of necessity rejected the Roman Church as the Universal Visible Church, but they did not go back to the New Testament Church type. What would they do? With what would they replace the doctrine of the Universal Visible Church? They solved the problem by coining the doctrine of the Universal INVISIBLE Church. So the Universal, Invisible, spiritual theory of the church WAS INVENTED! Such a thing didn't exist for over fifteen hundred years after Christ started His church! But this is now the working theory of all Protestantism - and sad to say many Baptists have unwittingly been snared by this theory. 

THE MOTHER OF HERESIES
Down in Florida where the writer lives, we often have severe hurricanes, and sometimes these spawn a whole bunch of violent tornadoes. They literally spin off of the parent storm. This same thing is true of the mother heresy, the Universal church theory. She spawns a lot of other heresies. The Church Branch theory is a case in point. Some years ago there was a preaching mission sponsored by the Federal (now National) Council of Churches. Dr. E. Stanley Jones acted as a special spokesman for the Council, in an attempt to keep it and its aims before the people. Dr. Jones advocated the formulation of a kind of super church entitled "The Church of Christ In America", formulated by all the denominations. He said, "The figure that I have in mind is that of a tree, with many different branches adhering to the central trunk - "The Church of Christ In America ..." 
Dr. W. L. Poteat, a former president of Wake Forest College, and a very loose Baptist, in his book entitled, "Can A Man Be A Christian Today," in referring to organized Christianity calls it, "The Christian Church." Dr. Marshall, teacher of McMaster's University, is quoted as saying in a sermon, "Baptists do not regard baptism as essential to membership in the 'Christian Church' - the church universal - even though they insist on immersion as a condition of admittance into the BAPTIST SECTION OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH." The National and World Council of churches operates on the theory that all of the churches of different and even conflicting faiths should be united into one big world church, with the leaders, the "Big Boys" directing its course. Beyond this seen conglomeration however, is the Church Universal concept, the mother of the smaller church heresy. 
SUMMARIZING: The Universal, Invisible theory is unknown to the Bible; is unknown to the writings of the early church Fathers who lived back near apostolic times; was unknown during the centuries when Roman Catholicism dominated Europe, and when the Universal Visible theory was in vogue. It is AN INVENTION of Protestantism designed to take the place of the Catholic Universal Visible theory. No one who seeks to follow the Bible should adopt as an item of doctrine an unscriptural invention of men. 

III 
What's Wrong With This Theory?
The answer to the heading of this chapter is, EVERY THING IS WRONG WITH IT. Some teachings while predominately false contain elements of truth, but this Universal Church theory is wholly false. It is completely man invented; is wholly unscriptural and anti scriptural, and well nigh constitutes blasphemy against the church that Jesus started. I shall seek to enlarge upon these statements in this chapter. 
First, I wish to make the statement that the Universal theory PERVERTS THE MEANING OF THE WORD ECCLESIA, which is translated church. The word ecclesia was not a word coined by our Lord for the institution that He established. It was a word in common use. Overby, in his thesis on "The Meaning of Ecclesia In the New Testament," aptly expresses the meaning of the word when he says: 

"The Greek word ecclesia signified primarily the assembly of citizens in a self governed state, being derived from Ekkaleo, to call out; i.e., out from their homes or places of business, to summon as we speak of calling out the militia. The popular notion that it meant to call out in the sense of separation from others, is a mistake."
This last statement is in accord with Dr. John A. Broadus, in his "Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew." 
Those who want to bolster up the Universal theory try to make the word mean "called out," and that only, but there was always attached to the word the significance of "assembly." In other words, organization and locality inheres in the word. 
The idea of a Universal, Invisible something that has neither organization nor locality - that doesn't assemble and never has, is completely foreign to the meaning of the word. 
Simmons, in his "Systematic Study of Bible Doctrine," (Page 349 4th Edition) expresses himself in full accord with what has just been said in these words: 

"Ekklesia comes from 'ekkletos' and this latter word comes from 'ekkaleo', to call out or forth. But ecclesia does not mean the called out. Let this statement be pondered well. Usage, not etymology, determines the meaning of words. For instance, 'prevent' by etymology, means to anticipate or precede. But usage has made that meaning archaic. By usage, 'prevent' means forestall, frustrate, circumvent, hinder. 
Ekklesia had its original application to a gathering of citizens called out from their homes into a public place. (Thayer). Then it came to mean any assembly of people or gathering or throng of men, even when gathered by chance or tumultuously. (See Acts 19:32, 39, 41). The resulting meaning is 'assembly.' The word never did mean simply 'the called out.' It always implied that the called out ones would gather or assemble. Thus according to culmination, the word always did mean assembly, and later came to mean this alone."
Dr. B. H. Carroll in his book, "Ecclesia - The Church" has the following to say: 

"The primary meaning is: An organized assembly, whose members have been called out from among private homes or business to attend to public affairs. This definition necessarily implies prescribeid conditions of membership. 
(1) This meaning applies substantially alike to the ecclesia of a self-governing Greek state (Acts 19:39), 
(2) the Old Testament ecclesia or convocation of National Israel (Acts 7:38), and 
(3) and to the New Testament ecclesia. 
When our Lord says: 'On this rock I will build MY ecclesia', while the 'my' distinguished His ecclesia from the Greek state ecclesia, and the Old Testament ecclesia, the word naturally retains its ordinary meaning."
The word church should not be in our English versions today to represent ecclesia, for the word has come to have meanings that are not expressed in ecclesia. That it does occur is due - not to scholarship - but to King James of England. The word church did not occur in the earliest versions of the Bible into English. Tyndale's, Coverdale's, and the Crammer (The Great Bible) version used the word "congregation" to translate ecclesia. According to the scholar Hort, "congregation" 'was the only rendering of ecclesia in the English New Testament as it stood during the reign of Henry VlII.' "Congregation" would have no doubt been the translation of ecclesia used in the King James Version, had it not been for King James who furnished the translators with some rules to guide them. One of these was this: "The word church is not to be translated congregation."' 
The meaning of the word ecclesia is all important in considering the question that we are dealing with, for the advocates of the Universal Church cannot justify their theory if the word means a called out assembly. The limited meaning of ecclesia simply ruins their theory. 
The Bible in use during New Testament times was called the Septuagint. Was the word ecclesia used in any looser way in that version, than I have indicated? The answer is a positive NO! H. E. Dana of the Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary (A Manual of Ecclesiology) says, speaking of the Septuagint, "In it ekklesia was used to translate the Hebrew word qahal, which means an assembly, convocation or congregation." I could go on almost indefinitely quoting things to prove the truth that I have just stated, but it is unnecessary. 

WHAT ABOUT CLASSICAL GREEK?
Is the word ecclesia used in classical Greek to indicate a vague unassembling universal something? The answer is again NO! Dr. B. H. Carroll published a splendid and unanswerable booklet entitled "Ecclesia - The Church" In this he examines the word ecclesia as used in the Septuagint, the Apocrypha, classical Greek, and the New Testament, and he shows that never is the word used to represent a universal unassembling something such as indicated by the Universal Church theory. The investigation in the field of classical Greek was made by Dr. George Ragland who was at that time professor of Greek in Baylor University, and who later became the same at Georgetown College. Dr. Ragland was a close friend of mine, and we discussed the Universal Church theory many times. He assured me that the term ecclesia as used in classical Greek, never means what the advocates of the Universal theory try to make it mean. 
Edward H. Overby, a college professor and author of several books, made a painstaking search into the meaning of ecclesia. From that search, he prepared a thesis and it is my privilege to have a copy in my possession. He sums up the results of his research in the following statement: 

"What does the word ecclesia mean in the New Testament? This is the question we have sought to answer in this thesis. The word church is the usual translation of ecclesia in the New Testament. It is not a good translation since church has a host of meanings today that no one claims for ecclesia. We must bear this in mind as we study the word lest we be misled. Ecclesia means assembly in the classical Greek and in the Septuagint. In approaching the New Testament we see that the word is admitted by all to have this meaning in about ninety places. The other times it is used there is a difference of opinion. Some contend for assembly, others for a new meaning best described as the universal invisible church. How can we tell which is correct? The principle is used that says the common meaning must be accepted in every place it makes sense. Only when the common meaning will not make sense are we permitted to assume it has a new meaning. Following this principle we find that the word assembly makes sense in every contested passage, so that any new sense must be rejected. To say it has a new meaning in the face of this evidence is to follow a false way of interpreting that could make the Bible meaningless and could undermine a person's duty to the local church."
NEW TESTAMENT INSTANCES OF CHURCH
In the King James Version of the Bible, ecclesia occurs 115 times in the Greek text. 112 times it is translated by the term church, and three times by the word assembly (in Acts 19). Let us note some of the typical passages in which the word church and churches are used. 
1 - Matthew 16:18 - "I will build my church." 
All kinds of efforts are being made today to make this passage refer to the Universal Church. It does nothing of the kind. The word is used here in an institutional or abstract sense. That He did not refer to a Universal Church Jesus made plain in His very next mention of the word church (Matthew 18:17) where He counseled "tell it to the church." How could they tell something to a Universal, Invisible spiritual Church? Absurd! 
2 - Acts 8:1 - "the church which was at Jerusalem." 
3 - Acts 9:31 - "Then had the churches rest." 
4 - Acts 20:17 - "called the elders of the church." 
5 - Romans 16:4 - "All the churches of the Gentiles." 
6 - I Corinthians 1:2 - "Unto the church of God which is at Corinth." 
7 - I Corinthians 6:4 - "Least esteemed in the church." 
8 - I Corinthians 7:17 - "So ordain I in all the churches." 
9 - Galatians 1:22 - "I persecuted the church of God." 
10 - Galatians 1:2 - "Unto the churches of Galatia." 
I could go ahead and list scores of Scriptures like the ten just given in which the term church and churches occur but it would be a waste of time and paper. You don't doubt I am sure that around 90 of the instances in which church or churches occur, reference is to the local, visible assembly. If you do, just get your Bible and investigate for yourself. Is it not utter presumption to ignore the plain meaning of church as demonstrated by around 90 instances of use, and after the plain meaning is established, to seize upon a handful of Scriptures and seek to make them teach something entirely different? Yet many - yes all who hold the Universal theory are doing that very thing. That Universal Church theory is so precious, and so necessary to their religious sentimentality that they will go to almost any length in order to hold on to it. 

CHURCH UNIONISM BASED ON THIS THEORY
Church unionism largely exists because of the Universal theory. I have known big union meetings to be held, when some of the leaders were not even in agreement on how to be saved. Suppose that during such a revival, a seeker comes forward and asks, "What must I do to be saved?" Several preachers are down front, and a Baptist replies in the words of Paul (Acts 16) "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved." A Church of Christ preacher speaks up immediately to say "There's more to it than that. You must be immersed in order to be saved." A Methodist pastor speaks up and says, "Pardon me, but sprinkling or pouring will do just as well." "And don't forget," says a minister of yet another faith, "You will be saved only until you sin again. You have to hold out faithful to the end to be saved." The poor penitent becomes utterly confused as the contradictory arguments grow vehement. Finally, one of the preachers dowses water on the fire by saying, "Well, we don't agree on some things, but our differences relate only to our little local churches. Let us remember that we are all members of the big, Universal Church." 
The service ends with all singing: 
"We are not divided, 
All one body we." 
Yes, the Universal theory is directly involved in church unionism, in which conviction is thrown aside and the truths of God's word are sacrificed. 

ECUMENICALISM HAS RESULTED FROM THE THEORY
The ecumenical movement, which is the most Satanic movement in all Christian history is likewise a product of the Universal Church theory. Many of those involved in this movement have repudiated almost every item of the Christian faith. An ecumenical convention was held in Florida and some one made a poll of the beliefs of many of the delegates. This poll revealed that a large number of those questioned did not even believe in a personal, living God. The leaders of this movement seem to be willing for the different denominations to be absorbed back into the Catholic Church. The writer of these lines believes that we are witnessing the beginning of events foretold in the Book of Revelation, where the ecumenical movement shall form the Anti-Christ's Church. 
And remember! The ecumenical movement is largely the product of the Universal Church theory. 

IV 
Some Controverted Passages
There is not the slightest difficulty in understanding the meaning of the words church and churches as they occur in most of the New Testament. Assembly, local and visible is unmistakably meant. There would likewise be no difficulty in understanding the meaning of church in the remaining instances were it not that men have a theory to seek to substantiate. Such persons usually use a few verses in the writings of Paul to the Ephesians and Colossians. Has Paul labored to establish churches - assemblies - and has he often felt "the care of all the churches," as he expresses it, and has he involved his very life with the welfare of the churches, and then has he all at once originated an entirely new church conception? Has he decided that there are really two churches, one kind local and visible, and the other Universal and Invisible? How utterly foolish to assume this! It is wholly unnecessary to assume an entirely new kind of church. The only thing necessary is to construe words according to the established law of language. The institutional abstract meaning of church in some instances, the generic meaning of the word in other instances, and the concept of the church win prospect, will take care of the problem without the need of a new church entirely different from the kind of church signified by the word ecclesia, and taught most plainly in nearly all of the instances where the term is used. Let us take note of a few of the Scriptures where church is used in a way that enables the Universal Church heretic to seek to bolster his theory. 
I Corinthians 15:9 - "I persecuted the church of God." 
Small help to be derived by the Universalite from this. 
So far as the Scriptures reveal, Paul never persecuted but one church - the church at Jerusalem. It was a large church composed of several thousand people, and Paul "made havoc" of it, scattering it all over the country. His persecution affected one local, visible assembly - the church at Jerusalem. 
Ephesians 1:22-23 - "And hath put all things under his feet, and gave him to be the head over all things to the church, which is his body, the fulness of him that filleth all in all." 
There is nothing in this to justify the idea that Paul was writing about a new kind of church. He is using the term church in the institutional sense, but had he particularized, according to the law of language, he would have signified a local assembly. 
For illustration, one might speak of the American home as being based on marriage. Wouldn't it be foolish to think of the American home as some sort of Universal, invisible home? No, to particularize one would have to designate an actual visible home. 
But the argument is made that this Scripture requires something bigger than a mere local body, since Christ is head over all things to it. Why? The truth is each local assembly is a body of Christ, and He should be head over all things to every such church. Paul, the writer of this Scripture likewise writes to the Corinthians as expressed in I Corinthians 12:27 and says, "Now ye (the Corinthian church) are a body of Christ and members in particular." The King James translates it "THE body of Christ," but the definite article is missing from the Greek. If the Corinthian church was "A body of Christ," then every other such church is likewise the same. 
Ephesians 3:21 - "Unto him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages, world without end." 
Is this a different kind of church than the kind spoken of so many times in the New Testament? By no means. Reference there is to the church in prospect. We can conceive of a time when there will be a general assembly composed of all of the saved members of all of the local assemblies of all time. This will be both local and visible. Such a church does not now exist, but we can conceive of such church in prospect. It will come to exist, and it will glorify Christ throughout the eternal ages. 
Ephesians 5:27 - "That he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having spot or wrinkle or any such thing; but that it should be holy and without blemish." 
How the Universal churchites do love this passage, but the truth is, it does not bolster their argument. Here again we have the church in prospect. This Scripture looks beyond this age, out to that time when there shall be a general assembly, composed of all the saved members of the true local assemblies of this earth. I shall later deal with this question in more detail. The language used here does not militate against the usual use of the term ecclesia, for when the church is presented to Christ in the sense mentioned here, it will be both local and visible. 
Local, visible churches - the only kind known to the New Testament, are imperfect. They have spots and wrinkles. The Universal Invisible Church wouldn't have such, and if it did, being invisible they couldn't be seen. These visible assemblies will at that wonderful time in the future, be purged and cleansed of all imperfections forever. 
Colossians 1: 18 - "And he is the head of the body." 
Colossians 1 :24 - "For his body's sake which is the church." 
The Universalite seems to think that it would be wholly unbecoming for Christ to be the head of each local church - it must be some big, hazy, Universal, Invisible something worthy of His head ship. Well, let me say that Christ IS THE HEAD OF EACH GENUINE CHURCH, and it is the big, hazy, Universal, Invisible mythical Thing that is unworthy of Christ's head ship. Earlier in this chapter, I proved my point when I pointed out that Paul wrote to the Corinthian church (I Corinthians 12:27) and said, "Now ye are a body of Christ." 
Since the Universalist theorizer sets so much store on it having to be a Big Universal Church for Christ to be the Head of it, let me go a bit further to show that this is not true. Turn to I Corinthians 11:3 and you will read these words, 
"But I would have you know, that the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the man ..." 
This says that the Head of every man is Christ, and if Christ is head of every man (no doubt he is writing of saved persons), then what is presumptuous about believing that Christ is the Head of every true church? 
And note something else: It says here that the "head of the woman is the man." Does that mean a big universal in visible woman? Ridiculous! Yet no more ridiculous than the theory of a big Universal Invisible Church. No, "woman" is used here in the abstract sense, but when the abstract is made concrete and the meaning exactly defined, an actual woman must be specified. Failure or refusal to accept this law that relates to language, is at the bottom of the continued existence of the Universal Church theory. People who without question speak of institutions and things in the abstract sense, then particularize with the concrete meaning, go right ahead refusing to allow the same law to operate in the use of the term church. For instance, it is said, "The automobile kills more people than does war." What automobile? A big universal invisible automobile? No, none have ever been killed by such. When one gets down to the concrete and particularizes, it is always a local, visible automobile that perpetrates the deed. Why not have as much sense concerning "church" as we have about automobiles? Those who come to their senses concerning the significance of the word, throw away their Universal theory, just as I did. 

WHAT DID CHRIST MEAN?
The first recorded instance in which Christ used the term church is in Matthew 16:18 - "Upon this rock I will build my church ..." If He meant a Universal, Invisible something, as say the Universalites, then we are faced with the fact that He twisted the usual, well established, universally understood meaning of the word. 
If it was the Universal Church that Jesus started, then we are faced with the fact that SOMETHING ENTIRELY DIFFERENT CAME INTO EXISTENCE. The local, visible church in that case would have to be a miserable counterfeit. In such case would not Jesus have said to His disciples, "No, I didn't mean that I would build that sort of church. You have things all wrong. I meant a Universal Invisible Church?" 
FACE THIS PLAIN FACT: JESUS CHRIST DID NOT START TWO DIFFERENT KINDS OF CHURCHES - ONE LOCAL AND VISIBLE - THE OTHER UNIVERSAL AND INVISIBLE! 
The truth is, Jesus started only one kind of church - the local visible assembly. The Universal Invisible Church did not begin in the mind of deity, but in the mind of his Satanic Majesty! 
I suggest proof that Jesus meant the local visible assembly. It has already been pointed out that in the very next mention of church, (Matthew 18:17) Jesus used the word in the sense of the local assembly. If you should hear a speaker use a term that you didn't exactly understand, and if he should then subsequently use the same term in a perfectly understandable way, you would cease to be puzzled about his meaning. Such is exactly true in this instance. If there should be any room for doubt as to what Christ meant by church in Matthew 16:18, His later use in Matthew 18:17 should make it perfectly plain. 
But MORE THAN THIS! In the Book of Revelation we find Jesus sending a series of messages to the seven churches of Asia. Did He say, "The seven stars are the angels of the CHURCH in Asia?" He did NOT? He used the term "churches." Then He went further and sent a definite message to each church. He said, "Unto the angel of the church at Ephesus write - " and so on to the whole seven. Several things stand out clearly: 
(1) Here we have defined Christ's meaning of the term church. He meant local, visible assemblies. 
(2) Here we have Christ's approval expressed concerning the kind of church He started. 
(3) Here we find nothing to indicate that He started the Universal Church, but that His followers ignored that and went ahead and started local visible assemblies. Christ was displeased concerning some of the things that existed in these churches, but no word of His indicates that He was displeased with the churches being of the local visible sort. 

V 
Falsifies The Date of the Church's Beginning
The Universal Church theory is so hard pressed that it does an almost unbelievable thing - IT FALSIFIES CONCERNING WHEN THE CHURCH WAS STARTED. In doing this it ignores the plainest Bible evidence, as well as the demands of common sense, in order to seek to have its way. Moreover, it DISPLACES CHRIST FROM THE POSITION OF FOUNDER OF THE CHURCH, and MAKES THE HOLY SPIRIT TO BE THE FOUNDER! Now wait a minute! Some who read this, won't want to admit what I have just said, but it is true none the less. 
The Universal theory - or maybe I should say, the Universal theorist, holds that there was no church previous to Pentecost. They hold that the church was formed on the day of Pentecost by the baptism of the Holy Spirit. That plainly means that Jesus died with no church existing - that He founded no church while on this earth. Just face the truth as to what that means. IT MEANS THAT JESUS FALSIFIED, for He said, "I" will build my church. Did He? Did Jesus falsify - or have the Universal Church theorists falsified? Take your choice! 
Dr. Scofield (Synthesis of Bible Truth, p. 42) says of the church, "This body could not begin to exist before the exaltation of Christ and the descent of the Holy Spirit." He goes on to say that a church before the death of Christ would have been an unredeemed church. Will you please ponder what that means? It means that none of the disciples were saved before Pentecost! 
In order to try to back his theory Dr. Scofield maintains that the disciples erred in choosing Matthias to take the place of Judas. He evidently does this in the attempt to discredit that business meeting that the infant church held. He claims that the Lord did not recognize that choice of Matthias, but subsequently set it aside by choosing Paul for that place. Two things are wrong here. First, it is not true that Matthias was not recognized. Read the early chapters of Acts and you will find mention of "the twelve." Did the Holy Spirit inspire the writing of Acts? If that's true, He recognized - not the eleven - but the eleven plus Matthias - the twelve. Also in Acts 5:12 it says, "By the hands of the APOSTLES (Matthias included) were many signs and wonders wrought." In the second place, the Lord never added Paul to those other apostles. He was distinctly the apostle to the Gentiles. We Gentiles have apostolic representation through him. 

WHAT DID JESUS SAY?
In dealing with the founding of the church, we find our selves going back to Matthew 16:18 time and again. Let us take note of what Jesus said as recorded in that verse. He said: 
(1) "I will build my church." He did not say the Holy Spirit would do it - HE would build it. Through the centuries this building has continued as separate assemblies have continued to come into existence. As previously pointed out, Jesus makes plain the kind of church He meant, when two chapters later (Matthew 18:17) He said "tell it to the church." It has to be a local, visible assembly referred to in this verse. 
(2) "The gates of hell shall not prevail against it." The Greek word used there is "hades" which signifies the place of departed spirits - the abode of the dead, in other words. Scholars have quibbled over this passage, but whatever may be said, this passage certainly signifies the church Jesus spoke of would never be prevailed against - would never go out of existence. Yet, in spite of Jesus a bit later indicating the church He mentioned WAS THEN IN EXISTENCE (Matthew 18:17 again) the Universal churchite says that it wasn't in existence, and that if it had been, it would have been an unredeemed church I cannot resist the temptation to say BUNK! 
The apostle Paul, whose word "church" as used in some places in his writings, furnishes the Universal churchite with his chief ammunition, makes plain that the church that he wrote about was a local visible assembly. In I Corinthians 12:28 he says, "And God hath set some in the church, FIRST THE APOSTLES." The apostles were the first members - Paul says so, and they were not members of a Universal Invisible thing that they could not even see. 

WHAT THE UNIVERSAL THEORY DOES
I have already pointed out that this theory denies Jesus to be the Founder of the church; making the Holy Spirit to be the Founder. It makes Jesus to have falsified when He said "I" will build. But the theory goes much further. Let us note the devastation that is wrought by it: 
IT LEAVES THE CHURCH WITHOUT ANY COMMISSION. 
Dr. Scofield makes this plain when he says, (Synthesis of Bible Truth page 431) "The visible church as such is charged with no mission ... the commission to evangelize the world is personal not corporate." I may explain that this quotation is taken from one of the text books in his Bible course. Also I may remark that I am not seeking to hound Dr. Scofield, for he was a great student of the Bible, and is right on so many things. I quote him particularly because so many Universal theorists have received their ideas concerning church from him. 
To take away the Great Commission from the church and to leave it with no orders, is a serious thing. But the truth is, JESUS DID GIVE THE COMMISSION TO HIS CHURCH as a corporate group and not to the disciples as individuals. After saying, "Go ye into all the world and make disciples ... He added, "and lo, I AM WITH YOU ALWAY EVEN TO THE END OF THE AGE." How long has this age (correct translation) lasted? It has already lasted for nearly two thousand years. How could Jesus be with those disciples for two thousand years? He couldn't, for they would be dead and gone from the earth in a few years. So, it is impossible to believe that He addressed them as mere individuals. But - if He spoke to them in corporate capacity, as constituting His church, that makes sense. He could be - and He has been with His church during all of the centuries. And right here there is food for thought. What about those church groups that have had human founders, and have come into existence since the fifteenth century? How could Christ be with them when they didn't exist? He couldn't. Personally, I would not have membership in any church that could be traced to a human founder, and that came into existence centuries after Christ. He said that HE would found His church - PERSONALLY, and that nothing would ever prevail to put it out of existence. If He spoke the truth, then the church He started has been in existence every day since He started it, and will continue so long as this age continues. If you make a historical search, you will discover that no group save Baptists have continuous existence down through the centuries. Either Baptists are the people started by Christ, or else His word - His promise - has failed, since all other religious groups can be traced historically back to a human founder far this side of Christ. 

LEAVES THE CHURCH WITH NO ORDINANCES
The Universal theory is a wicked thing. That is the reason why I am exploding it. Not only does it leave the church without any marching orders - it leaves it WITHOUT ORDINANCES. The apostles baptized people long before Pentecost, and the Commission Christ gave said, "Baptizing them." But if there was no church before Pentecost then that baptism wasn't any good, and if the Commission was given only to individuals, then when those persons died the command to disciple and baptize likewise died. 
The Lord's Supper is likewise not a church ordinance if there was no church before Pentecost. But there was! After the institution of the Lord's Supper they arose and sang a hymn and went out of the building. Was that a church that observed that Supper that night? The Bible says it was. The writer of Hebrews quotes the twenty-second Psalm concerning Jesus and says, 
"I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the midst of the church I wilt sing praises unto thee." 
That is the sole and only time mentioned in the New Testament where Jesus is recorded as singing, and that group that met there that night is called "the church." 
That the Lord's Supper was designed as a church ordinance to be observed all through this age, is indicated by Paul when to the Corinthians he wrote, "For as often as ye eat this Bread and drink this Cup, ye do show forth the Lord's death UNTIL HE COME." Since His coming is to occur at the end of the age, that signifies that the memorial of His death and coming is to continue the whole time. 
The Universal theory that dates the origin of the church at Pentecost, IGNORES THE PLAINEST OF TEACHING. Let us note some words from Acts 2:41 - "Then they that received his word were baptized, and the same day there were added unto them about three thousand souls." Added unto THEM. Who were the "them?" This question is answered just a few verses further on as we read, "And the Lord added to the church daily such as should be saved." The "them" of verse 41 is the same as "church" in verse 47. 
Now here is the puzzling question: HOW COULD THE LORD ADD TO A CHURCH THAT DIDN'T EXIST? Suppose a farmer says to you, "Today I added ten cows to my herd?" What would you understand? You would clearly under stand that he already had a herd of cows. How can one ADD TO SOMETHING THAT DOESN'T EXIST? A church had to exist previous to Pentecost or else it could not have been "added to" on that day. This line of reasoning is so very simple that it should be understood by anybody. It takes a so-called "scholar" to explain away such a statement. 
Let us sum up and note some things they had before Pentecost: 
1- They certainly had the APOSTLES, and the Scriptures tell us that they were the first members of the church. (I Corinthians 12:28) 
2 - They had the Great Commission - the marching orders of the church for this age. 
3 - They had the gospel. Before Pentecost Christ had died sacrificially and had arisen from the dead, and they had the same good news to tell the world that we have today. 
4 - They had a definite organization, and even had a treasurer, although he like some others in later times, proved to be dishonest. 
5 - They had the ordinances - both of them. 
6 - They had a business meeting and chose an apostle to take the place of the traitorous Judas. 
7 - They had a prayer meeting, and they got somewhere with their praying for it ended with a wonderful climax. 
If that wasn't a church that met previous to Pentecost, pray, why not? They lacked only one thing - they LACKED POWER. That lack was supplied when the Holy Spirit came, and they were baptized by Him with a marvelous empowering baptism of the Spirit. 
Note something, and note it well. NOWHERE WAS THERE ANY MENTION THAT THEY WERE TO BE FORMED INTO A CHURCH BY THE BAPTISM OF THE HOLY SPIRIT! Not the slightest intimation of such was given. 
Justwhat were the disciples told to expect? The answer is found in Christ's own words as recorded in Luke 24:49 - "But tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem UNTIL YE BE ENDUED WITH POWER FROM ON HIGH!"How can a person get so in love with an unscriptural, unreasonable theory that they are willing to make that Scripture read, "But tarry ye until you have been formed into a church?" No intimation - not the slightest - that they were to be turned into a church - or rather THE Church, by the coming of the Holy Spirit. That claim is pure, unadulterated forgery! 
No! The church certainly existed previous to Pentecost, and was told to wait for EMPOWERMENT! This the disciples did, and they were given the miraculous gift of tongues and the gospel was preached with mighty power, and "there was added to them (the church) that day about three thousand souls." 

VI 
Wrong On How The Church Is Constituted
How does a person become a member of the church? The answer is, just like those converts on the day of Pentecost got into - were added - to the Jerusalem church, by being baptized, by being immersed in WATER. A church service is in progress today, and a person walks forward at the close, when the invitation is given, and publicly confesses Christ as Savior. Is he a member of that church? No. Suppose now that he is immersed at the evening service. Is he now a member? Certainly he is. At the pastor's request he stands down front at the close of the service, and the church members go forward and extend to him the hand of church fellowship. 
But the Universal Churchite, including some Baptists, claim that a person doesn't become a member of the church in this way. They claim that one becomes a member of the Church by "being baptized into the Body of Christ by the Holy Spirit." This is some kind of a mystical (really "mythical") baptism, into a mystical (really "mythical") Body. Really, this is conglomerate nonsense! I must confess to a feeling of theological nausea every time I heard some one rattle off that expression about a person being "baptized into the Body of Christ." What sort of an experience is that? Nobody can see it happen. No body attempts to explain what sort of feeling accompanies this mythical experience. Nobody can show anything to prove that it takes place. Where do people get that stuff? The answer is, they in their dire need of something to back up a wicked theory, go to I Corinthians 12:13. Without regard to the context, and throwing aside all right standards of theological interpretation, they latch onto that passage - that lone, greatly beloved passage, and they make it to mean something that it was never intended to mean. 
Let us go a bit into detail, and note some things that go against such an interpretation as I have just indicated. 
1 - It is always dangerous to build a big theory on one passage of Scripture, especially if it does not harmonize with the general teachings of the Scriptures on the same subject. No where else do we find any intimation that one gets into the church by some strange mystical (mythical!) Spirit baptism. If that theory is true, then there are millions of baptisms of the Holy Spirit. But the Scriptures restrict the baptism of the Holy Spirit to a very few instances. In fact, I can recall only three. (1) The Holy Spirit baptized the disciples on Pentecost to empower them, and to give supernatural signs such as would cause people to turn to Christ. (2) When the gospel spread to Gentiles, there was need of proof that Gentiles could be saved, so there we have a second instance of the baptism of the Holy Spirit, such that it became unmistakably plain that Gentiles could be saved on the same terms as the Jews. Thus, in Acts 10:44 we read, "While Peter yet spake these words, the Holy Ghost fell upon all of them that heard the word." Verse 46 says, "They heard them speak with TONGUES, and magnify God. Then answered Peter, can any man forbid water that these should not be baptized which HAVE RECEIVED THE HOLY GHOST AS WELL AS WE?" (3) We have the instance of some men at Ephesus who had been very imperfectly instructed. They had been baptized "unto Johns baptism" which related to the Messiah to come, but evidently they didn't know that the Savior had appeared. Paul enlightened them, and evidently they received the Christ about whom he told them, for we read, (Acts 19:5), "When they heard this they were baptized in the name of Jesus." They needed some supernatural evidence as they came out of their befuddlement and that supernatural evidence was given them, for we further read, "And when Paul laid his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost came upon them, AND THEY SPAKE WITH TONGUES AND PROPHESIED." 
Note that we have three instances of Holy Spirit baptism. In EACH CASE IT WAS UPON GROUPS - never upon one individual. No mention is made that these persons had been baptized into the Body of Christ. In each instance of Holy Spirit baptism THE GIFT OF TONGUES WAS BESTOWED. Do those who claim Holy Spirit baptism into the Body of Christ, receive the gift of tongues? No. Why? The answer is, they simply do not receive the baptism of the Holy Spirit, else they would show the manifestation of it that we read about in the New Testament. 
Note also, the Scriptures never counsels believers to be baptized by the Holy Spirit. They are counseled to "be filled with the Spirit." 

BUT WHAT OF I CORINTHIANS 12:13?
Remember as you read this passage that originally there were no chapter divisions. These are entirely man-made. Look back into the context and you will see that Paul has been writing to the Corinthians about their church observance of the Lord's Supper. He is plainly speaking about the local church. In chapter 11:18 he says, "When ye come together in the church." They couldn't come together in an invisible church. Paul comes right on down to the last verse of chapter 11 speaking of the local church. Indisputably this is true. Now why should he without any warning whatsoever, begin to write about some sort of a Universal Invisible Church? Of course he doesn't! He continues to write about the church - the assembly to which they belonged, but he changes the subject and begins to write about God's bestowal of spiritual gifts. These gifts relate to those members of the local church. In 12:11 he says, "But all these worketh that one and selfsame Spirit, dividing to EVERY MAN severally as he will." He is not writing about invisible members of an invisible church, but ordinary visible men. Then he makes a comparison between the visible human body and the visible local church. He shows that various organs of the body have different functions, and that one organ should not look down upon another more lowly organ just because that organ is adapted to a less important task. "The eye," he says, "cannot say unto the hand, I have no need of thee." All of the various organs are necessary to the proper functioning of the human body. Then he teaches that the church like the human body needs persons with the various gifts that God has bestowed upon them, such that there should be no jealousy - no looking down upon those adapted to the more lowly tasks. Throughout the entire chapter Paul is writing to local church members about the gifts that God bestows and the use of those gifts. He shows that not all members can enjoy the highest places. In verse 29 he says, "Are all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Are all workers of miracles? ... But covet earnestly the best gifts ..." 
Need I remind you that no one could use the gift of a teacher in the Universal Invisible Church. No, these are gifts that could only be used in a local visible church. The teachings of the entire chapter are applicable to a local church and that church alone. WHY, THEN SHOULD VERSE 13 SIGNIFY SOME KIND OF A CHURCH THAT PAUL HAS NOT BEEN WRITING ABOUT, AND TO WHOM HIS ILLUSTRATION HERE COULD NOT APPLY? But, if there is any question about Paul meaning some other kind of church than the local assembly in verse 13, that question can be easily resolved by any fair minded person. Suppose that Paul could be called before us such that we are enabled to ask him the question, "Paul what did you mean by your use of the word church in I Corinthians 12:13? Did you mean the Universal Invisible Church, composed of all believers, or were you speaking to the local church at Corinth?" If Paul should then reply and say that he meant the church at Corinth would that be sufficient to settle the questions? Would you throw away your Universal theory? 
PAUL HAS ANSWERED THAT QUESTION! HE HAS SAID THAT HE WAS SPEAKING TO THE CHURCH AT CORINTH! "Where you say. The answer is in verse 27. Paul, speaking to that Corinthian church, says, "NOW YE ARE THE BODY OF CHRIST, AND MEMBERS IN PARTICULAR." 
Does that settle the question for you? It should. 
I must make a confession here. For several years I babbled that stuff about the Church being formed by people being baptized by the Holy Spirit into the Body of Christ. This babble was based on verse 13, but I had never carefully read or studied the context. Then one day I read the rest of the chapter, and when my eyes lit upon verse 27 and the words. "Now ye are the body of Christ and members in particular," my eye balls must have nearly fallen out. I realized that I had been teaching something that was simply not in the Bible, and that I could have known better by reading just a few more verses. But I can say one thing: I threw that Universal theory on the junk heap! I hope that some of you who read this will do the same. 
Now let us look a little more closely at verse 13. "By one Spirit are we all baptized into one body." What kind of baptism is Paul writing about here? In answering this I think we ought to consider something that Paul - this same Paul, wrote to the Ephesians. In Ephesians 4:4 he writes, "There is ONE BODY, and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope of your calling: one Lord, one faith, ONE BAPTISM." 
"ONE BODY." He is referring to the church. The Universalite usually believes that there is the local church and beyond this the big Universal Church, but Paul says that there is only ONE BODY, so since there are not two, one should be thrown away. That one body is the local assembly - the kind that Paul wrote his epistles to, and to believe that there is another kind of body or church is to take issue with Paul. 
Then in verse 5 Paul says, "ONE BAPTISM." What kind of baptism? Immersion in water, of course. That is the kind of baptism that characterized the New Testament church - the kind that Paul taught and practiced. Now did Paul teach one kind of baptism in Ephesians 4 and another kind in I Corinthians 12? Of course not. In I Corinthians 12:13 he is writing about plain old immersion in water, in the name of the Holy Spirit. This is bound to be true, if it is true that "there is ONE baptism" and only one for a church. 
This is quite sufficient for me, but there is yet another explanation far preferable to the Spirit baptism theory. I recall an article written by the noted Bible scholar and writer, Arthur Pink. He told of how he had originally been taken in by the Universal Church theory, until he began to study the question, whereupon he threw it away as one of the worst of heresies. He mentioned the fact that in the Greek language they do not capitalize as do we who write English. That being true, the word spirit in I Corinthians 12:13 is not capitalized, and there is no proof that the Holy Spirit is meant at all. We may meet together in a group for some purpose and in sincerity we consider the matter before us. The chairman says, "I am sure that we have all met here in the same spirit of fairness to consider this matter." Dr. Pink was inclined to think that such a meaning is indicated here. Besides, the correct translation is "For IN one spirit are we all baptized." Of one thing Dr. Pink, the thoughtful Bible scholar was sure about - a Holy Spirit baptism into an Invisible Church is not taught by this verse. 

VII 
Some Additional Indictments
In addition to what has been previously said about the Universal theory, I wish to bring some further indictments against it: 
ONE IS THAT IN THE SERIOUS AND SACRED MATTER OF CHRIST'S CHURCH THIS THEORY BECOMES UNDER EXAMINATION A BIZARRE AND STUPID THING. 
Consider this with me: If the church that Christ started was a Universal Invisible thing, and if all believers are members of it, then pray tell me WHY IT EVER NEEDED ANYBODY TO START IT? IT WOULD HAVE EXISTED ANYHOW WITHOUT ANYBODY STARTING IT! It would "just have been" anyhow, without Jesus ever going to the trouble of starting it. It is made to be such a great thing that this so-called Body was started, yet if the Universal theory is true it would have been without starting, just the same. That makes Christ to have done something that didn't need to be done. I repeat, if every person who becomes a Christian just automatically is added to the Invisible Church, they would be just as truly added had Jesus never even mentioned church. In other words, if THAT is what Jesus built, HE BUILT NOTHING! A foolish line of reasoning seems to be involved here, yet I am dealing with a valid argument against the Universal Invisible Church, for there is simply no way around the truth that if all saved persons have been inducted into the mystical Body of Christ, and that constitutes the real, sure enough Church, such a church would have been WITHOUT ANYBODY GOING TO THE TROUBLE TO START IT. Deity doesn't engage in absurdities. Jesus didn't die for - give Himself for, a church of that sort and kind. 
Another indictment against the Universal theory is this: 
IT MAKES JESUS TO BE A PHILANDERER. You have perhaps known young men who engaged in the philandering practice of getting engaged to girl after girl. Tiring of these he finally wed an entirely different woman. Something like that Christ is made to be by the Universal theorists. Let's see if that is not true. 
In 2 Corinthians 11 Paul is writing to the Corinthian church and he is writing about that church. That this is true is made plain in verse 8 where he says, "I robbed other churches taking wages of them to do you service." So beyond question he is speaking to, and about, that local church. In verse 2 he says, "For I am jealous over you with a godly jealousy: for I have espoused you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ." 
Back in ancient times marriages were usually arranged by parents, just as they are in some lands today. A daughter was betrothed or espoused to a certain man. In some instances the man later saw somebody else he wanted, so he went back on his betrothal, and married someone else. Paul here uses the illustration of such a betrothal, applying it to the church at Corinth. He says, "I have betrothed (or espoused) you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ." Now note that this local church is spoken of as a betrothed virgin, engaged to be married in other words to Christ. The question is, WILL THE BRIDE FINALLY PROVE TO BE THE ONE TO WHOM CHRIST IS ENGAGED? If the betrothed is the local church, will the ultimate Bride be composed of the genuine members of the true local churches, when that times comes when "the church in prospect" now, becomes a visible actuality? The Universal churchites would have Christ now engaged to the one whom Paul is speaking about in this passage, yet they would have the wife to be a different character entirely, for they make the Bride to be composed of all of the saved from everywhere. If this were true, then Christ would have to break His engagement and marry an entirely, different woman! I for one don't believe that the wife is going to be different from the betrothed. 
Another indictment against the Universal theory is this: 
IT CAUSES PEOPLE TO MINIMIZE AND NEGLECT THE LOCAL CHURCH. I recall that some women moved from another city and began to attend the church where I was once pastor. They were bright, well educated women, and they believed in the plain preaching that I was doing. These three women were close friends of one of the co-editors of the Scofield Bible, and they had absorbed the Universal church theory. They spoke to me very approvingly of my preaching, and I said to them, "You like to attend church here, and you are in favor of the kind of ministry I am trying to carry on, how about you taking membership with our church?" Oh no, they didn't want to do that! Why? The truth finally came out. They minimized the local church, and were not greatly impressed with it, because they WERE MEMBERS OF THE CHURCH THAT WAS SO MUCH MORE IMPORTANT - THE BIG UNIVERSAL CHURCH. Of course I indicated that I didn't believe there was such a thing, but apart from that, I pointed out that the Universal Church had never won a soul to Christ, had never sent out a missionary, had never taught the Bible to anybody - indeed had never done anything. Those women continued to attend our services, but they were completely wedded to their theory such that they felt no need of local church membership. 
There are many people like those I have just described. They like to attend Bible conferences and hear men speak about "the CHOORCH," and the "Rapture of the CHOORCH." They are so taken up with that Universal Church theory that a local visible church is a trifling thing in their eyes. 
I was asked to speak before a group of Baptist pastors once. Most of these were holders of the Universal theory, and I was asked to present my opposing views, which I did with great enjoyment. In the course of my remarks I said, "You brethren who are so committed to the Universal theory - there is one thing that would cure you, and that would be for you to have to DRAW AN INVISIBLE SALARY FROM YOUR UNIVERSAL CHURCH!" But no - preachers may believe in the Universal Church, but they always want their salary to come from their visible church! 

VIII 
Usurps The Family and Kingdom Of God
Many don't realize it, but the Universal theory usurps the Family of God, and the Kingdom of God as set forth in the Bible. There just isn't any place for the Family and Kingdom of God, if the Universal theory is true. But the Scriptures make a very clear distinction between the three. Let us get some exact distinctions, based thoroughly on the Scriptures. 
1 - WHAT IS THE FAMILY OF GOD? The Family of God includes all of the children of God in heaven and on earth. 
Proof: Ephesians 3:15, where Paul speaks of the "whole Family in heaven and on earth." The Family includes all believers, for we are told in Galatians 3 :26 - "Ye are all the children of God through faith in Jesus Christ." All believers are God's children regardless of time or age. Since the Old Testament saints were saved by faith in the Christ to come (Acts 10:43; Romans 4:16) they are all members of God's Family. And note that God's Family is much larger than the Kingdom or Church of God, for it now contains all of the saved from Abel to the last person saved today. 'God has only one Family. All believers are children and heirs of God. 
2 - WHAT IS THE KINGDOM OF GOD? The Kingdom of God includes all the saved on earth at any given time. In the parables in Matthew 13: the kingdom is used to include all professors. But in John 3:3-5; Matthew 16:19; 11:11; Luke 16:16; Romans 14:17; Colossians 1:13; John 18:36, the Kingdom is composed of all born again on the earth. This is not the kingdom of Daniel 2:44; Acts 1:6 and kindred passages. Those relate to the Millennial Kingdom yet future. What is often spoken of as "the spiritual kingdom" is composed only of the truly born again, and who have been "translated out of darkness into light and into the Kingdom of God's dear Son." In John 3 he plainly says that except one be born again, he cannot see - he cannot enter, the Kingdom of God. 
Recapitulating, the Family of God includes all of the saved of all ages, whether in heaven or on earth. The Kingdom of God includes that part of the Family of God who are on the earth NOW. 
3 - WHAT IS THE 'CHURCH OF GOD? The church of God is never used of any institution, except of an assembly or congregation of baptized believers in some given locality. For example, "The church of God at Corinth." (1 Corinthians 1:12). 
As H. Boyce Taylor once expressed it: 

"The local individual church is the only kind of church that God has on this earth today. There is only the Family of God composed of all of the redeemed of all ages in heaven and on earth. There is only one Kingdom of God, composed of all the born again on the earth now. There are thousands of churches of God on earth. Every individual Baptist Church is a church of God. When a man is born again, he is born into God's Family, and he is a member of G'od's Family forever. The relationship does not change. Whether in heaven or in earth, he is in God's Family. When he is born again, he also enters God's kingdom. This relationship is for life. When he dies he passes out of God's kingdom on earth, and enters "his heavenly kingdom." (See 2 Timothy 4:18). After he is born again, he is NOT YET IN THE CHURCH OF GOD, but is now a scriptural subject for admission into a church of God. Note Acts 2:47 - "The Lord added to the church daily the saved." Church membership is not something that one gets with salvation, but a subsequent blessing he gets after salvation by being added to the church. Baptism is not essential for entrance into either the Family of God or the Kingdom of God, but Baptism IS ESSENTIAL to admission into a church of God. Men are born anew into the Family of God and Kingdom of God, but they are baptized into a church of God (water baptism) I Corinthians 12:13. The one body referred to by Paul in I Corinthians 12:13 was the church of God at Corinth. The local church at Corinth was the body of Christ at that place. The members of the church at Corinth belonged to only "ONE BODY" of Christ. That body of Christ probably did not contain all of the saved at Corinth (I Corinthians 1:2) and none of the saved anywhere else except at Corinth. Since they belonged to only "one body" and that was the local church at Corinth, Christ has no other kind of church or body except a local church. If they had belonged to the local church at Corinth, which Paul said was a body of Christ, and then to the kind of church that some believe in, composed of all the saved everywhere, they would have belonged to two churches or bodies of Christ - one local and visible, the other universal and invisible. The New Testament knows nothing of any such confusion as this. The church which Paul called "the House of God" was a local church. The church which Paul said was "the pillar and ground of the truth" was a local church. The church to which Christ promised perpetuity (Matthew 16:18) was a local church, for He never spoke of any other kind. The meaning of ecclesia permits of no other kind."
The statements just made will bear any sort of investigation, and the more investigation is made, the deeper will be come the conviction that Satan has palmed off a tremendous hoax with his Universal Invisible theory. 
Why do the Scriptures speak of the Kingdom of God and the Family of God, if there is no distinction to be made between these and the church of God? The Universal theory certainly engulfs the Family and Kingdom, and along with this likewise swallows up a lot of truth. 

IX 
Which Local Church Is The True Church?
Many churches of today that are thought of as local churches are not such in the New Testament sense. The local assemblies of the New Testament times were independent, self-governing bodies. They had bishops and deacons, but the bishops were simply pastors and preachers. Their ministry extended over one church, and they did not boss other preachers and other churches. How different the function of the bishop today from the function of those of New Testament times. Of course the most bloated of all the bishops is the Pope of Rome, who claims to be the vice-gerent of Christ, and who likewise claims that when he speaks "ex-cathedra," or for the church, he speaks with absolute infallibility. He is the big boss of the whole world wide Universal, Visible Church. Other bishops of that church are big men, and are ecclesiastical bosses, but they are topped by the pope, who has no equal. 
Various protestant groups or churches, have their bishops occupying exalted positions. Their churches are not self-governing. Really, the Church is the big, over all organization, and the church at any given place is just a small, subservient unit. Nothing could be more contrary to the New Testament church pattern than this sort of thing. Big dignitaries, wearing "vestments" and growling ritual were totally unknown to New Testament times. The terms bishop, elder, pastor or shepherd, related to the same office, and that office was that of one who served - not one who bossed. 
In reading the writings of the church fathers, as they are called - men who lived in the early days of Christianity, we can trace the gradual rise of the errors that eventually produced the Roman Catholic Church. Many persons have carelessly supposed that the Catholic Church was the original church - the church from which the others have sprung. This is indeed careless thinking, and unaccompanied by any study or investigation. Any one who will take a good look at the simply organized local assemblies of the New Testament times, and then a look at the complex, hierarchical, tradition burdened Catholic Church of today, will be bound to see such a shocking contrast that they cannot possibly identify the two. Unfortunately, when the Protestant Reformation took place, that reformation was not based upon the New Testament church pattern. The Protestant groups retained many of the things that characterized Catholicism. 
Take for instance, the Church of England, or Episcopal Church. It was formed by 'old wicked adulterous Henry VIII, who had his Parliament to pass the Acts of Supremacy which made him head of the Church, rather than the pope. Who will say that the Church was any better under the head ship of Henry VIII? As time went on, the Church of England did make some changes that were for the better, but let us remember that it is still a state church, with the reigning Monarch of England as head. Of course there is no more Scripture for such a visible state Church than there is for the Universal, Invisible Church. 
Other Protestant Churches have been state churches, deriving authority and financial support from the state. Religious freedom in the true sense vanishes when religion is identified with the state government, and often dissenting groups are persecuted when such is the case. The evils of a state church hookup are without number. We look at communist Russia today and we see an atheistic state - one violently set against religion in all of its forms. This atheistic attitude is in large part due to the corruption and abuses of the Russian Catholic Church of days gone by. 
In England the state church is deemed to be the one and only church, and other religious groups are not allowed to call themselves churches. That is why no Baptist assembly in England bears the name church. They have to use such terms as "tabernacle," "chapel," etc. 
The inspired John who wrote Revelation, knew the history of the Catholic Church and her daughters. That history was revealed to him before the events ever came to pass. He fore tells the corrupt association of the old Mother Church with rulers and governments of this earth. For a long period in the past that Church crowned the kings, and involved herself in all the graft and corruption of unholy governments. But the worst is ahead. According to the prophetic Scriptures, there is to arise at the end of this age a great dictator - the greatest the world has ever known. He will be a veritable incarnation of Satan, and the cruelest monster of all time. He will gain ascendancy partly through the influence of a great religious power. Personally, I believe that we are seeing Anti-Christ's Church in the building right now. I believe that the ecumenical movement is laying the foundation for this. We have a host of churches of the various denominations united in the National and World Council of Churches. Some of the leaders of these organizations are little better than infidels. They have discarded the gospel of salvation in favor of what they call "The Social Gospel." ("Another gospel, which is not another" - Paul). The Roman Catholic Church is not identified as yet with the World Council, but some changes have been taking place in that Church. These changes do not involve the supremacy of the pope, nor the hierarchical government of the Church. Modern Protestantism under the ecumenical leaders is willing to make most any concessions to Rome, whereas Rome will not go beyond a certain limit to affect a union. My own prediction is that a huge church union will eventually take place, with the Roman Catholic Church furnishing the framework. Protestant ecumenical leaders are ready right now to make virtually any concessions to Rome for the sake of affecting a world church. 
Seemingly we have a picture of Anti-Christ's Church in Revelation 17. The time for the judgment of this evil and monstrous thing has arrived, and the angel says to John: 
"Come hither, I will show thee the judgment of the great whore that sitteth upon many waters, with whom the kings of the earth have committed fornication, and the inhabitants of the earth have been made drunk with the wine of her fornication ..." 
"And I saw a woman sit upon a scarlet colored beast, full of names of blasphemy ... and the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet color . and upon her forehead was a name written, MYSTERY BABYLON THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATION OF THE EARTH. And I saw the woman drunken with the blood of the saints, and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus." 
Most conservative scholars of the Bible have been in agreement that the Roman Catholic Church is here designated. (Together with those of the ecumenical movement who have been absorbed by her). No other great religious power is fittingly described - especially as "drunken with the blood of the saints and martyrs." The historical claim has been made over and over again, that among Baptists alone, fifty million have been martyred for their faith. 
Anti-Christ and his False Prophet will welcome the help of this great religious world power, as they gain ascendancy over the world, but the time will come after that power is gained that Anti-Christ will want to be worshipped, and he will neither need or want this bloated caricature of a Church. He and his associated rulers are described in Revelation 17:16 in these words: 
"These shall hate the whore, and shall make her desolate ... for God hath put in their hearts to fulfil his will ... and the woman that thou sawest is that great city which reigneth over the kings of the earth." In this last expression Rome is clearly indicated. 

DON'T BLAME ME ... THEY ARE NOT MY WORDS!
I am not trying to give a commentary on Revelation, and perhaps some reader is saying, "What has all this to do with the question as to the true church?" It has a great deal. What is the great Roman Catholic Church that has steeped herself in the blood of martyrs called? She is called a WHORE. This vile name comes from her illicit association with rulers and governments through the centuries. That is not a name that I have given her - that is God's name for her! But let us go further - and this is something to arouse the indignation of some, but remember you will have to take this matter up with God; they are His words, not mine. 
What does it say about the whore? It calls her "THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS." A mother is one who has produced offspring. God says here in His word that this mother harlot has produced a family of harlots. WHO ARE THE HARLOT DAUGHTERS OF THE OLD ROMAN CHURCH? Like it or not, there can be only one answer to this question. THEY ARE THE PROTESTANT DAUGHTERS WHO HAVE SPRUNG FROM THE ROMAN CHURCH! 
I am dealing with the question as to which church that is local and visible can be the true church the one Jesus started. IT CAN'T POSSIBLY BE ANY OF THE PROTESTANT GROUPS THAT HAVE COME OUT OF ROME. 
It is true, however, that we have dozens of religious groups who call themselves churches, who are not Protestants in the historical sense. They have come into existence long after the Protestant Reformation. WHAT IS WRONG WITH THEM? Several things: 
1- They were started by some man or woman, and not by Christ. 
2 - They didn't exist for centuries after Christ started His church, so they could not possibly be identified with the church He started. Such so-called churches have no valid reason for their existence. The only thing that excuses the existence of such churches is the theory of the Universal Church, for they claim to belong to that. And after all - so they reason - the real Church is the one that all believers are added to, the Great Universal Invisible "Body." 
3 - They are rivals to the church that Jesus started. If He started a church, and if that church has continued to exist through the centuries, then Why should someone - anyone - start a new church? If one person has a right to start a church then any person has the same right. The situation has resulted in scores of churches of almost every kind and description. 
4 - Christ promised that His church would never be prevailed against - would never be put out of existence. The forming of a new church, centuries after Jesus made that promise, indicates that those starting the new church don't believe that He has kept His word. 
Many do not seem to realize the preciousness to Christ of the church He started. "Christ also loved the church and gave himself for it," we read in the Scriptures. Reference there is to the church He started - not some figment of the imagination that is Universal and Invisible. He loves this church He started and gave His very life for it. If that is true, then it is an inconsiderate and unholy thing to try to palm off a man- founded church - a counterfeit - in the place of the church that Christ started. It is equally wicked to try to palm off an anti Scriptural monstrosity under the guise of the Universal Invisible Church. Let it be remembered that Jesus used the word church as recorded in the Scriptures 21 times in addition to Matthew 16:18. In these 21 instances, beyond question or argument, He meant the local assembly. Isn't it strange that people can hold that He meant something different in Matthew 16:18 than in all of these other instances? As some one has so aptly said, "The probabilities are 21 to nothing that He meant local assembly in Matthew 16:18. A probability of 21 to nothing is a certainty." 
One of the most popular of all current sayings goes like this: "IT DOESN'T MATTER WHICH CHURCH YOU BE lONG TO." That statement is bad enough, but it is made worse by adding, "WE ARE ALL WORKING FOR. THE SAME PLACE." Such statements are made in an effort to be "broad," but they only serve to reveal the ignorance and lack of clear thinking on the part of the one making such a remark. In the first place, here are churches holding entirely different doctrines concerning the things of life and destiny - mutually contradictory teachings concerning just about everything. How can it possibly "not matter which one belongs to?" And as to our "all working for the same place," the Scriptures make it abundantly clear that any one who is "working" to get to heaven, simply won't get there. "Not of works," we read, "lest any man should boast." 

X 
The True New Testament Church Identified
It is important that one be identified with the true church, the one that Jesus founded. It is unfortunate for any one to belong to a church that was started by some man when they can have membership in the church that Jesus started. This of course does not relate to salvation. I recognize that there are many truly saved people in the various denominations. Likewise there are many saved people who have never taken membership with any church. When Baptists make legitimate claims concerning the origin of their church, the sneering remark is often made, "Oh those narrow Baptists; they don't believe that anybody is saved except a Baptist." This charge is either made in gross ignorance of what Baptists believe, or else it is intentionally prejudicial. 
Baptists don't believe anything of the kind! 
Baptists believe that born-again believers in Jesus Christ for salvation are saved regardless of their church affiliation or no affiliation. But while it does not affect salvation, Baptists believe that those who affiliate with a man founded church, teaching doctrines contrary to the Scriptures, will have to answer for their actions before the Judgment Seat of Christ. They believe likewise that to go off after the unscriptural Universal theory, is dishonoring to Christ and dishonoring to the church He founded, and will have to be answered for in the judgment, with consequent loss of reward. 
BUT HOW CAN ONE KNOW WHICH CHURCH IS THE TRUE CHURCH - THE ONE JESUS FOUNDED? One way to arrive at the truth is through the PROCESS OF ELIMINATION. Let us think about this for a few minutes. 
1 - WE CAN EASILY ELIMINATE THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH. While the heresies of the Catholic church originated - many of them - earlier, the full-fledged Catholic Church did not come to exist until the advent of Gregory the Great, the first of the "proper popes." The pontificate of Gregory lasted from A.D. 590 to 604. This is the testimony of Schaff's "History of The Christian Church;" Dr. J. T. Christian's "History of the Baptists" and plenty of others. 
Further, even a casual examination of the doctrines, organization and policies of the Roman Church, enables us to know that nothing could be further from what Jesus started. 
Yet further, as already pointed out, the book of Revelation calls the Catholic Church in its final form a "whore" and the "mother of harlots." That in itself should eliminate the Catholic Church as relating to the church that Jesus started. 
2 - WE CAN EASILY ELIMINATE THE PROTESTANT DENOMINATIONS. The Protestant groups (and keep in mind that Baptists are positively and historically NOT Protestants) came out of the Catholic Church about fifteen hundred years after Christ started His church. They are thus too late on the scene to identify with the church that Jesus built. Besides, as previously pointed out, they are daughters of Rome and since the Roman Church is called the "mother of harlots," they are necessarily the harlot churches of Revelation 17. This utterly disqualifies the Protestant Churches. 
3 - WE CAN EASILY ELIMINATE THE MANY MODERN SECTS AND GROUPS. These have sprung up in recent times, and cannot in any sense qualify as belonging to what Jesus started. They have come on the scene too late, and besides this Jesus didn't start them - they were started by a man, or in some cases by a woman. (As in the case of Christian Science.) These various groups know perfectly well that they can't claim identity with what Jesus started, unless they can slip over the idea that what He started was a Universal Invisible Church, composed of all the saved everywhere. They have done a pretty thorough job of putting over this idea too, such that even deceived and deluded Baptists join in the chatter about the "Choorch." 
JESUS ALWAYS TOLD THE TRUTH. He said, "I am the way, the TRUTH, and the life." Our salvation and our eternal destiny depends upon the truthfulness of Christ. He said that He would rise from the dead, and He kept His word. He said that He would be three days and three nights in the tomb. (Good Friday observance and the Easter fiasco would make a liar out of Jesus for if He was crucified on Friday and arose on Sunday He could not have been three days and nights in the tomb.) Good Friday is the lie, and Jesus told the truth and was actually in the grave three days and three nights. Jesus said, "If I go away, I WILL come again." We believe that He will keep His word - that He is coming! Listen: The same Jesus who kept His word about other things, said that HIS CHURCH WOULD NEVER GO OUT OF EXISTENCE. "The gates of hell shall not prevail against it." (Matthew 16:18) 

IT'S BAPTISTS OR NOBODY!
The Catholic Church and the Protestant groups that sprung from that Church are too recent to qualify as fulfilling Christ's promise. All of the various modern church groups cannot qualify for they are centuries and centuries too young. Let us face a startling fact? The only church group that can't be traced to a human founder this side of Christ, are the BAPTISTS. Men have tried to date the Baptists this side of Christ, but the effort has resulted in utterly conflicting testimonies. We all know what happens in court when every witness gives a story that conflicts with every other witness. It doesn't take long for the judge to say, "Somebody's lying! It sounds like all of you are lying!" When those who try to date the origin of Baptists in recent centuries disagree and tell divergent stories, we soon come to the same conclusion voiced by the judge! 
Since no other group can qualify as dating back to Christ, then we are faced with the proposition that Baptists are to be identified with the church Jesus started, or else He told a falsehood and made a promise that He failed to keep. Both of these are unthinkable. 
We Baptists do not make the claim that we are to be identified all down through the centuries BY THE BAPTIST NAME. Our claim is that assemblies holding to the doctrines that characterized those of New Testament times, have continued all down through the centuries since Jesus was here. 
These were the groups that were hounded and persecuted and driven from place to place. They were given different names by their enemies - nicknames - but there was one name that was more often applied to them than any other. That was the name ANABAPTIST. The term signifies re-baptizer. These New Testament groups would not receive those who came to them from unscriptural groups, without their being baptized over again - hence the term Anabaptists. This name persisted for centuries. I recall reading a history of Baptists in Kentucky, and it was recorded that even as late as that, they were some times called Anabaptists. Eventually however the "ana" was dropped and the name Baptist came to be currently used. 
The persecuting Catholic Church knew exactly who they were persecuting as dissenters against their doctrines and practices. One of their cardinals - Cardinal Hosius, wrote back in A.D. 1554. He was the president of the Council of Trent, and he is quoted in J. T. Christian's History of the Baptists as follows: 

"If the truth of religion were to be judged by the readiness and boldness of which a man of any sect shows in suffering, then the opinion and persuasion of no sect can be truer and surer than that of the ANABAPTISTS, since there have been none for these twelve hundred years past that have been more generally punished - than these people."
Get that will you! The Catholic president of the Council of Trent, who wrote in 1554, dates the Anabaptists back twelve hundred years beyond the time he wrote. That is a startling admission. 
I could go ahead and mention some of the names other than Anabaptist, that were applied to these groups who suffered for their faith, but I am not giving a detailed history of the Baptists. Attempt has often been made to discredit some of these people by saying that some of them sometimes practiced things not believed in by Baptists today. Let us remember that their churches were independent and self governing, and no doubt some of them sometimes veered from the truth. Baptists sometimes do that today, but those who do are not representing the great body of Baptist churches. In my book, "The Church That Jesus Built," I go into detail as I trace Baptist churches back through the centuries to apostolic days. More over, I prove the continuity of Baptist churches through the centuries, using the statements of historians who were not Baptists. 
When the beginning of all other religious groups can be historically traced to human founders, far this side of Christ; when it becomes evident that Baptist churches only are left through which Christ's promise can be fulfilled, and when we find evidence of their continued existence all through the centuries, we need be in no further doubt that they are to be identified with the "church that Jesus built." 

XI 
The "Linked Chain" Bugaboo
There are some who insist that in order to adequately substantiate the continuity of Baptist churches through the centuries we would have to be able to establish a linked chain of such churches, without a break, from the very first one started by Jesus. I cannot agree with those who hold such a view, and indeed I consider it foolish. Let us remember what those dissenting groups were up against through the days of their awful persecution. Often they had to go into hiding, and if they wrote and published anything after printing came into vogue, it was usually seized and destroyed. Under the circumstances, it is remarkable that we have as much information about these groups as we have. 
Do I believe that there has been a linked chain of true churches through the centuries? I certainly do, but my belief in the continuity of Baptist churches does not depend upon being able to trace this unbroken chain. Rather IT DEPENDS UPON THE SACRED WORD OF PROMISE SPOKEN BY CHRIST OUR LORD. Since I have trusted my very soul to Christ, I can surely trust Him to keep His word to preserve His church. It is a pretty sorry Christian who says, "I can't take the mere promise of Jesus - I must have some actual links hooked up in an unbroken chain from Christ until now, if I'm to believe in Baptist church continuity." 
I have seen the pedigree of a Tennessee Baptist church that traces it's history back through the centuries to the days of Christ, giving historical references to substantiate the claim. That's very interesting, and it presents one case of a chain link history back to New Testament times. Cardinal Hosius previously quoted, an enemy of those early dissenting assemblies, dates Baptists back to 354 A.D. That's quite an admission, and it certainly favors the idea of a chain link line of succession. John Clark Ridpath, Methodist author of "Ridpath's History of the World," in a letter to Baptist historian W. A. Jarrell, said that there were Baptists existing in the year A.D. 100. Other writers of different denominations, have readily admitted the existence of Baptists back in the very early centuries. There is every indication that Baptist churches existed in unbroken historical continuity from apostolic days, but the point I am insisting on is this: WE SHOULD NOT HAVE TO HAVE EXAMPLES OF CHAIN LINK PEDIGREES HISTORICALLY VERIFIED AND WITHOUT THE ABSENCE OF A SINGLE LINK, TO ENABLE US TO FULLY BELIEVE IN THE PERPETUITY OF BAPTIST CHURCHES. We know, as previously set forth, that no other religious group dates back to the days of Jesus. We know that since Baptists alone cannot be traced to a human founder and cannot be dated as starting this side of Christ, they must be the people to whom Jesus promised continued existence. His word is good enough for me, and it should be for anybody else. The linked chain bugaboo is but another device of Satan to discredit the promise of Christ. 
Suppose we find a people believing and practicing the same doctrines as Baptists, back in an early century. Persecution is rife, and we lose sight of them for a period. Then we catch sight of them again. Is it not natural to assume that they have continued during the time that they were in obscurity? Let me give some illustrations to show the reasonableness of this. 
Some years ago in visiting in California, I sat one day on a mountainside. Far down below me there was a highway. The highway passed through a tunnel, and I could see on both sides of the tunnel. I could see cars enter the tunnel where they passed completely out of sight. At the other end of the tunnel I could see cars emerge. They looked in size and color and other characteristics, just like the cars that I had seen go into the tunnel. I had lost sight of them for a few minutes and could not track them through the dark tunnel, but that didn't keep me from believing that the cars which I saw emerging were not the ones that I had previously seen enter the tunnel. Apply this please to the case of churches with New Testament characteristics entering the gloom of the Dark Ages of persecution, and coming out later bearing the same characteristics. 
One writer puts it this way: "Churches come from churches somewhat as horses come from horses. History cannot trace every detail of the pedigree showing how a certain drove of mild mustangs in western Texas are descendants of the Spanish barbs, brought here by the discoverers 400 years ago. The fact that the mustangs are here proves the succession, since only like begets like." This illustration has its exact application to Baptist church succession. 
To use another and somewhat similar illustration: On the coast of North Carolina, in the region of Cape Hatteras, are what they call "the outer banks" These are island formations stretching down the coast for the better part of a hundred miles. Back during the early years of Spanish exploration of that region, horses got loose on those "outer banks." Just how this happened I do not know, but it happened. The horses reproduced such that quite numerous herds roamed the "banks." I have read of these horses many times. No one doubted that these horses were the descendants of those that were left by the Spanish long ago. No one could say that they could furnish a linked chain evidence that they were horses of the same variety left by the Spanish. No one had watched them over that period of several hundred years, but it was accepted without question that the horses of recent times were the descendants of those that were loosed in that area long ago. 
Why should not people be as ready to believe concerning the church as concerning the horses? New Testament churches bearing distinct characteristics existed in apostolic times and following. Every once in a while we get sight of these, and they still bear the same characteristics. Today we have a great host of churches bearing these same characteristics. There is every reason to believe that there has been a continuity of these people all through the centuries - just as Jesus promised when He said, "the gates of hell shall not prevail against it." 
To go back to the previous illustration, when we see Christ's churches pass into the tunnel of the Dark Ages, then later see churches looking, acting and believing just like the ones we saw go into the tunnel, can't we take Christ's word that they are the same without quibbling about seeing a linked chain? Surely we can take the Savior's words to that extent! If we can't - then what kind of faith in Him do we have? Remember again that He said His church would continue to exist despite all hell. "The gates of hell shall not prevail against it." 

XII 
Who Will The Bride Be?
Previously, I have called attention to some Scriptures that refer to the church in prospect. That is, it does not exist as yet, but it will exist. This use of the word church does not violate the local, visible significance of the word, for it relates to what is now only a concept. That is, we can conceive of this assembly which will be both local and visible when it convenes. When Paul wrote of the time when God shall present the church to Himself "without spot or wrinkle or any such thing," he was looking forward to this very time. Hebrews 12:23 tells us about the time when this "general assembly" will convene. I will deal with this passage more in detail presently. This assembly now in prospect will be the Bride. Of this Bride we read in Revelation 19:7 - "Let us be glad and rejoice, and give honor to him: for the marriage supper of the Lamb is come, and his wife hath made herself ready." 
Before I go further let me call attention to a later passage that relates to the Bride. It is found in Revelation 21 :9-10 - "Come hither and I will shew thee the Bride, the Lamb's wife. And he carried me away in the spirit to a great and high mountain, and showed me that great city, the holy Jerusalem, descending out of heaven from God." Some have been alarmed at this passage and have said, "I thought the Bride would be the church, but here she is spoken of as a city." This Scripture is not hard to understand, if we consider it in the light of the way we often speak of things. A friend speaks to me and says, "I passed your church on my way here." Did he? No, he didn't pass a single member of my church - HE PASSED A BUILDING. He passed the church house - the place of meeting. The church building personified the congregation wont to assemble there. I am persuaded that in the Scripture just referred to, the City - the New Jerusalem - is personified as the Bride, when the City will only be the home of the Bride. This illustration should make the point clear, although illustrations of similar import could be multiplied. 
BUT WHO EXACTLY WILL THE BRIDE BE? When it says in Revelation 19:7- "His wife hath made herself ready," JUST WHO IS THIS WIFE? If she is the Universal Invisible Church she is not the church that Jesus started and made mention of back there in Matthew 16:18. If she is the Universal Invisible Church, she is not the one Paul spoke of when he said, "I have betrothed you as a chaste virgin to Christ," for he spoke to the church at Corinth when he said that. He said that a local visible church was the one engaged to Christ, and there is no denying it, so if this Wife - this Bride - is the Universal invisible Church, then the one to whom He was engaged has been thrown aside, and He finally marries somebody else entirely. 
I have been very much dissatisfied with the conclusions of some learned men, who have been clear in their thinking until they came down to this question, "who is the Bride?" In their answer they made the Bride to be all of the redeemed of the ages. For instance, Dr. B. H. Carroll in the booklet "Ecclesia - the church" page 12 says, "The general assembly, by all accounts, includes all the saved." On page 13 he says, "But for the church in glory the conditions of membership are justification, regeneration, and sanctification of soul and glorification of body." 
Louis Entzminger wrote a splendid book on the New Testament Church in which he took exactly the position that I have tried to set forth in the preceding pages. This book was the basis of his teaching concerning the church, in the seminary with which he was connected. But when he came to the end, and dealt with the Bride - the church in glory - he flopped! He said that a few Baptist preachers seemed to hold that the Bride will be composed of all of the saved who have held the essential doctrines of Baptists through the centuries. But, said he, he had concluded that the Bride will be composed of all of the saved. Such a conclusion is totally at variance with all that he had written concerning the validity of genuine New Testament churches. When men argue against the hoax of the Universal Invisible Church, and when they show that the promise of Christ has been fulfilled in His preservation of groups holding the doctrines of Baptists - then when they conclude by saying that the final assembly - the Bride, will consist of all the saved of this age, they simply run up the white flag and surrender! 
One thing that is wrong and one thing that keeps many men from taking the position that the church in glory will be composed of those from the New Testament churches of this age, is the fact that such a belief seems so narrow. Yes, it IS narrow, but so is all truth narrow. To say that twice two makes four, and to insist that anything else is error is to make a narrow statement. But is it true or false? The question is not does a thing sound narrow, but is it the truth? 
To hold that the church is local and visible, and is a continuation of the institution that Christ started and promised to perpetuate, then to shift from this, the true church, and to teach that the church that finally assembles over yonder will be composed of all of these redeemed regardless of whether they ever belonged to any church or not, is an inexcusable contradiction. If that were true, then several other things would have to be true: 
1 - As already argued, the Bride would turn out to be different from the one betrothed to Christ. 
2 - Christ's promise that nothing would prevail against His church, would be proven false, for the institution started by Him would completely flop, for the church in Glory would prove to be a different thing entirely. 
3 - In such case, there would be no reward for the church that endured endless persecution for Christ, and that furnished fifty million martyrs for the defense of His truth. 
4 - Why should so much be made of the church that Jesus started? Why should its truth be defended so arduously? Why should members of this church have been willing to die for their beliefs, if in the final windup, the ultimate triumph is to be given to those who - some of them - persecuted those of the true church, or else ignored or disdained the true church? If all believers are to constitute the church in Glory - the Bride - then in the climax the church turns out to be something different than Christ's church here on this earth. I don't believe such stuff, and I use the word "stuff' deliberately. 
The most remarkable Scripture that deals with the church in Glory, is found in Hebrews 12:22-23. 
"But ye are come unto Mount Zion, and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable company of angels. To the general assembly and church of the firstborn which are written in heaven, and to God the judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect and to Jesus the mediator of the new covenant ..." 
Let us examine this great passage carefully, taking the words at face value as meaning just what they say. In reading the comment of scholars, I have found that they confuse things in the passage. For instance, Jameson, Fausett and Brown, express the opinion that the term "general assembly" must be referred to the angels. This is a mere opinion and in my judgment a poor opinion. The King James and some other translators do not so understand it. And before I pass from this let me say that the picture here has as a background the Olympic games. I say this because the term translated "general assembly" is the Creek term "panegyros." This signifies "festal gathering." The illustration Paul implies is an interesting and meaningful one. The Greeks back in the past had self-governing city states. In these different cities there were athletic contests held, with a view to selecting the very best adults for the Olympian games. These representatives from the many local communities gathered for the general assembly - the festal gathering. And it was indeed a festal gathering - a time for singing and having a general good time. There were many people present, but the real people - the ones who meant most were the participants - the ones who had qualified in the local communities, and constituted the real "panegyros." They were the ones who were crowned and made over. The rest were mere visitors - spectators. 
My suggestion concerning the Olympian games is not an original one. Carroll, Jameson, Fausett and Brown, and others are in full agreement. I believe that the Holy Spirit directed the author of Hebrews to introduce this illustrative suggestion. The history and climax of the true church of Christ is plainly illustrated. It completely rules out the Universal Invisible Church. Universal Invisible contestants were not involved in connection with those who qualified for the General Assembly - the festal gathering of those who had won out in the local communities. No, they were real, live, visible athletes. 
The athletes who won in the local communities, are illustrative of believers in Christ who became members of the church Christ started. In the final climax, they shall go from all of these local churches to the great festal gathering (panegyros), or "general assembly." They will be the ones honored. There will be many others there, but they will only be spectators. 
But laying aside this illustrative suggestion that centers about the term "panegyros" let us take a more general look at the passage as a whole. 
The writer of Hebrews has previously spoken of Mt. Sinai and the Law, and the earthly Jerusalem. Then he halts and unveils the future for us and gives us a glimpse of the New Jerusalem. Who will be there, when this Scripture has literal fulfillment? Take note: 
1 - The ANGELS will be there, myriads of them - a company that cannot be numbered. 
2 - A GENERAL ASSEMBLY composed of members of the true, local assemblies which Jesus preserved through the centuries in spite of "dungeon, fire and sword." These local assemblies did not start in the sixteenth century or any time thereafter. Jesus started them during His earthly ministry, and although they received many nicknames, the term Anabaptist or later Baptist generally characterized them. These local assemblies gathered in one place, now constitute the GENERAL ASSEMBLY. "But," says someone, "do you think that all the members of all of the local assemblies were truly saved persons?" No, I do not, because there were in these imperfect local assemblies, some who were unregenerate. The Holy Spirit makes a pointed specification. He says "General Assembly" then adds, "WHICH ARE WRITTEN IN HEAVEN." Many have their names written on the church rolls of Baptist churches, who are strangers to God's grace. They are on the roll here all right, but they are not on God's roll in heaven!But continuing, who else will be there? 
3 - GOD THE JUDGE OF ALL, will be there. Who else? 
4 - Now take a good look - ! "THE SPIRITS OF JUST (justified)MEN MADE PERFECT." So many Bible students and teachers throw these in with the others of the General Assembly. They don't belong there. They are a class separate from the General Assembly, the church in its final and complete form. They are justified persons, and they are now in glory, "made perfect," but they don't belong to the church in Glory. I have noted that all sorts of efforts are made to avoid facing up to the fact that there is a class of saved people who are not identified with the church in Glory. Some would say, "That's just awful, to think that some will not be in the church!" The time to think of that is now, while you can take membership with a true church. Quit deluding yourself with that Universal Invisible pabulum. Quit that talk about one church being "just as good as another." Study and find out the truth about the church that has borne the brunt of religious persecution through the centuries - the church that Jesus has preserved as He promised, and take membership with it, if you are a saved person. No, it is not accidental - it is not mere tautology that after mention of the General Assembly there is this second class of saved persons mentioned - "the spirits of just(justified) men made perfect." Hadn't you rather be a member of the General Assembly - the church of Glory, than to be a mere spectator? Or to change the figure, would you not rather be a member of the BRIDE OF CHRIST than to merely be a "guest at the wedding supper?" If so, then get the church question straightened out in your head, and likewise in your life, while yet there is time. 
There are two important groups of people dealt with in the Bible. One of these is ISRAEL. God made an everlasting covenant with Abraham as recorded in Genesis 12: He promised territory to Israel that has never been occupied by them. But it will be, for God is a covenant keeping God. Israel went deeply into sin and idolatry, and God warned the nation through the prophets, that He would utterly wreck the nation and throw them out of the holy land if they did not change their way. They kept on in sin, and God kept His word, and sent them into Babylonian captivity. But always, following God's awful condemnation of their sins, and His promise to terribly punish, He foretold that He would bring them back into favor, and that they would finally rest under His favor forever. The Babylonian captivity came to an end, the people returned to Palestine, the Messiah of promise came according to promise, but He was rejected and killed. Before this happened Jesus foretold what would happen in the future. He foretold His rejection and death, and He foretold the destruction of Jerusalem and the dispersion of the Jews throughout the world. The holy city would be trodden under the feet of the Gentiles, said He, "until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled." That dispersion has long been history, and the Gentiles domination of the world has been in progress for nearly twenty centuries. Many who ought to know better, have taken the promises made to Israel and have given them over to the "Church." They have fallen into that most abominable type of interpretation - SPIRITUALIZING! "God is through with the Jews," say these spiritualizers, and they say it in spite of the fact that according to promise He has brought Israel back into Palestine. They say it in spite of the fact that they have taken over all of Jerusalem. The "times of 'the Gentiles" must be almost run out, and the coming of the Lord must be very near. 
I have said these things by way of pointing out that the theory that God is through with Israel, and that the promises made to the prophets now belong to what some call "spiritual Israel" - the 'Church, is largely the product of the Universal Invisible Church theory. The spiritual Israel they speak of is nothing that Jesus started - it is THE CHOORCH! The same spiritualizers talk glibly of "THE CHURCH AGE." Do you realize that the Bible nowhere uses such a term? The better term would be "the age of outcalling" during which time God is calling out from among the Gentiles a people for His name. Acts 15:14-18 makes this clear. Nearly every time we turn around we bump into that Universal theory. Out here in the religious world, that huge figment of perverted imagination - the Universal Invisible church, completely overshadows in importance the church that Jesus Christ started and which He committed His Commission. A blessed truth is the fact that before long a showdown is coming. Evidences are that Jesus will soon come -; not to bring the "Rapture of the Church" - that Universal conglomeration that exists only in unscriptural minds. He will bring about the resurrection and translation of the saved. The time for the "Marriage Supper of the Lamb" is not far beyond this. It will then be revealed that the Bride will be composed of all the saved ones of those local, visible assemblies who have witnessed for Christ and carried on His work, gathered together in one happy group. He started this assembly, and in Matthew 16:18, promised to be with it and perpetuate it. We hear about them, read about them, and find evidence of their existence all through the centuries. That word Anabaptist was mockingly applied to them during much of the time. The "ana" was finally dropped, but the people - the assemblies are the same. 
There will be no mockery, no reproach, when at that festive gathering designated "the marriage Supper of the Lamb," our wonderful Lord presents His Bride and says, "I wish to present my beloved WIFE!" 


