
Chapter Eleven

The Church Dedne�

What constitutes a “church”? What constitutes “The church”? 
What does the word “church” mean and where did it come 
from? These are good questions. They deserve answers.

People are usually surprised when I tell them that “church” is 
not a Bible word. It is not taken from the pages of Holy Scrip-
ture. A rapid-Nre response to this statement usually involves 
getting peppered with many ,ew Testament passages where 
the word church appears. I am immediately toldK “The Jing 
1ames version uses the word “church” 22! timesz” What people 
do not realiGe is that the word “church” is a word borrowed 
and used by Bible translators. It is not in the Hebrew or the 
Oreek manuscripts. In the TanachK erroneously titled the “5ld 
Testament”K the Hebrew word that describes the people of Israel 
is “kehillah”. The word means “assembly” or “congregation”. In 
the SeptuagintK the Oreek translation of the TanachK circa !0C 
BERK the translators used the Oreek word “ekklesia”K which also 
means “assembly” or “congregation”K to translate the Hebrew 
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word “kehillah”. The Oreek term “ecc” means “out” and “kaleo” 
means “call”. SoK it refers to a group of people who are “called 
out”. So farK so good. The translators show consistency and 
accuracy. 

(ast forward to the translations of the Apostolic Writings 
),ew Testament' and see what happens. When the translators 
come across the Oreek word “ekklesia”K instead of being con-
sistent and using the words “assembly” or “congregation”K they 
insert a new wordK “church”. Why? I believe it is due to a deeply 
held bias based on the errors of Leplacement Theology that 
demand they make a distinction between Israel and what they 
believe is a new body of the people of Ood. They simply cannot 
bear the concept of continuity andK thereforeK fully embrace the 
concept of contrast. 

So where does the word “church” come from? There is some 
debate about the originsK but many scholars suggest that its 
meaning is something that “pertains toK or belongs to the Uord.” 
Rven this deNnition has some bias as it technically can be deNned 
as “pertains to or belongs to a lord”K not necessarily The Uord. 
Fo you see how bias works?

SoK setting aside the confusion and bias involved in translatingK 
let3s see how the Loman Eatholic church deNnes this concept 
further. What does the word “Eatholic” mean and where does 
that come from? The etymology of the wordK according to 
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;erriam-WebsterK spans ;iddle Rnglish as “catholik”4 ;iddle 
(rench as “catholique”4 Uate Uatin as “catholicus”4 and to Oreek 
as “katholikos”. Its Nrst known use was not until the 2jth cen-
tury as an ad:ective meaning “universal” or “general”.

SoK the Loman Eatholic hierarchy assumed the title of “uni-
versal” claiming supreme authority on all things.

The actual reality that made the early believers “universal” was 
their work in sharing the message of the gospel to the whole 
world. That message was designed for the redemption of the 
world. What makes any congregation or assembly of believers 
today truly universal is their faithful adherence to the beliefs 
and practices of the earliest believers. As will be shownK the 
beliefs and practices of the Loman Eatholic church have de-
viated signiNcantly from those standards. The later creation of 
its hierarchyK complete with a sacriNcing priesthoodK did not 
fully develop until about Nve centuries later. In factK much of 
what is recogniGable today as the practices and traditions of the 
Loman Eatholic churchK were developed and added over a span 
of hundreds of years. This begs the question regarding not only 
“adding to the Word of Ood” but also whatever happened to 
“the faith once for all delivered unto the saints”? There are so 
many traditions added by the Loman Eatholic church that are 
in direct conYict with the BibleK that more questions arise than 
can be addressed in this work alone.
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When we consider what the foundation of this “assembly” 
or “congregation” of believers should beK let us consider the 
followingC

  2 Eorinthians MC22K “(or no one can lay any other foun-
dation than that which has been laidK which is Deshua 
the ;essiah.”

  Rphesians !C!CK “being built on the foundation of the 
emissaries and prophetsK ;essiah Deshua himself being 
the chief cornerstone.”

  Rphesians 2C!!K!MK “He put all things in sub:ection un-
der his feetK and gave him to be head over all things for 
the assemblyK which is his bodyK the fullness of him who 
Nlls all in all.”

5ur sure foundation is built on DeshuaK the ;essiahK as the 
Head and built on the Apostles and Prophets. As believersK we 
are His body. All other later traditions that have been added 
that are in conYict with this authority have no place in the life 
of any believer. When we see all the pagan practices introduced 
during the reign of EonstantineK M!0 ERK we recogniGe the level 
of corruption and error.


