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Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 
 

All branches of Christendom acknowledge that false writings exist. These 
are books that have had divine authority claimed for them but, in actuality, 
are merely human works. Because God has revealed Himself to humanity 
in a limited number of books it is important to know which books have 
God’s authority behind them and which do not. 
 
There are a number of ancient books that did not find their way into the 
Old Testament which are considered divinely authoritative by some 
people. They are known by a variety of names, including the Apocrypha, 
the Old Testament Apocrypha, or the deuterocanonical books.  
 
For example, the Roman Catholic Church adds a number of books to the 
Old Testament that are not accepted by either Jews or Protestants. These 
writings are also considered authoritative by the Orthodox church, and the 
Ethiopic churches. Why do these Christian communities accept these 
writings as Scripture while others do not?  
 
In this book, we will list these apocryphal books, briefly explain their 
content, and then focus on the reasons that have been given for their 
inclusion in the Old Testament canon. We will also consider reasons given 
for their exclusion. In addition, we will look at the historical process that 
led some to place these books into the Old Testament Scripture.  
 
We will discover that none of these books has any claim whatsoever to be 
called Holy Scripture. It is only the Old Testament writings that the 
Protestant Church and the Jews hold to be sacred that have any real claim 
to divine authority. 
 
There are also other writings in which almost everyone agrees are not 
divine. They are known as the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha or false 
writings. Many of these works were forgeries. They are also important to 
study because they shed light on the background and beliefs of people at 
that time between the testaments. This work will look at these various 
writings. 
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Question 1 
 

What Is The Old 
Testament Apocrypha? 

 
Protestant Christianity and Judaism accept the exact same books as 
authoritative Old Testament Scripture. While the Jews do not call it the 
“Old Testament,” since they do not recognize the New Testament, the 
contents are exactly the same. The only difference is the way in which the 
books are divided.  
 
The Protestants have thirty-nine books in the Old Testament, while the 
Jews have twenty-two, or twenty-four, in their ancient division of the 
sacred Scripture and thirty-six books in their modern division. Thus, there 
is no difference to the extent of the Hebrew Scriptures as far as Jews and 
Protestants are concerned. 
 
Yet, there is a group of writings which are considered part of Old 
Testament Scripture by the Roman Catholic Church, the Eastern 
Orthodox Church, the Russian Orthodox Church and some other 
Christian communities.  
 
However, these writings, known as the “Apocrypha,” or the “Old 
Testament Apocrypha,” are not accepted as authoritative by the Protestant 
Church or by Judaism. These particular works, which are about the size of 
the New Testament, were written between the years 300 B.C. and 100 B.C.   
 
What are we to make of these books? Should they be considered part of 
Holy Scripture? Have the Protestants and the Jews left certain books out 
of the Bible?  
 
We can make the following observations about this important issue. 
 
1. Apocrypha Is A Technical Term 
 
The word “Apocrypha” is a specific term that is used to refer to the 
particular books, or parts of books, that are considered Holy Scripture by 
the Roman Catholic Church as well as other religious communities. The 
Roman Catholic Church does not call these books “the Apocrypha” but 
rather the “Deuterocanonical” (second canon) books.  
 
This means they were added later on in history to the canon of Scripture. 
The books that had already been accepted as Scripture are called the 
“proto-canonical,” or first canon, books. These are the same sixty-six 
books that Protestants accept as God’s Word—thirty-nine books in the 
Old Testament and twenty-seven in the New Testament. 
 
2. The Word Apocrypha Means Hidden 
 
While the term Apocrypha simply means, “hidden,” it is used in a special 
sense by the Protestant Church to refer to a group of books that are 
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considered to be Holy Scripture by the Roman Catholic Church but are 
rejected by Protestants.  
 
This use of the term Apocrypha to refer to these non-canonical books goes 
back to the fifth century A.D. At that time, the church father Jerome said 
that the certain books found in the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the 
Hebrew Old Testament, as well as in some Latin Bibles, but not found in 
the Hebrew Canon, were called the “Apocrypha” or “hidden books.” 
 
3. The Word Apocrypha Is Used  

In A Positive And A Negative Sense 
 
The idea of the Apocrypha as “hidden books” has been used in both a 
positive and negative sense. On the positive side, it was argued that the 
books were hidden from use for the uninstructed or the unlearned. Only 
the wise could use them. This is why they were hidden. 
 
The word is also used in the negative sense of books that are not worthy 
to be used by believers—they are not divinely inspired but rather were 
heretical or legendary. Therefore, they were hidden from the public. 
 
The Content Of The Apocrypha 
 
The Apocrypha consists of eleven or twelve books, or parts of books, 
depending upon how they are divided. The reason we say eleven or twelve 
books is because one of the books; the letter of Jeremiah, is sometimes 
added to another one of the books—Baruch.  
 
The Apocrypha Is Part Of The Septuagint Plus 
 
The Old Testament Apocrypha is part of a group of books written and 
translated between the testaments. The first time the Hebrew Old 
Testament was translated into Greek was the Septuagint translation— 
“Septuagint” is Latin for seventy. It is derived from the idea that seventy 
scholars translated the Old Testament into Greek.  
 
During the era the Old Testament was translated from Hebrew to Greek, 
from about 250 B.C. to 100 B.C., a number of other works were also 
translated. This includes some of the books that eventually became part of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Apart from the eleven or twelve books of the Apocrypha, there were three 
other books that eventually became part of what is known as “the 
Septuagint plus.” These other books are First and Second Esdras, and the 
Prayer of Manasseh.  
 
The Contents Of The Septuagint Plus 
 
The Septuagint plus contains the following books. 
 
1.  Tobit 
2.  Judith  
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3.  The Additions to Esther 
4.  The Wisdom of Solomon (The Book of Wisdom) 
5.  Ecclesiasticus (Sirach, or the Wisdom of Jesus ben Sirach) 
6.  Baruch 
7.  The Letter of Jeremiah 
8.  The Prayer of Azariah and the Song of the Three Young Men 
9.  Susanna  
10.  Bel and the Dragon    
11.  First Maccabees   
12.  Second Maccabees 
13. First Esdras (Third Esdras) 
14. Second Esdras (Fourth Esdras) 
15. The Prayer of Manasseh 
 
This listing is generally the way these books are cataloged. 
 
1. Not All The Books Of The Septuagint Plus Are  

Accepted As Scripture By Roman Catholics 
 
The Roman Catholic Church accepts the books of the Septuagint plus as 
Scripture—with the exception of First and Second Esdras and the Prayer 
of Manasseh. These books are not considered to be part of the Old 
Testament.  
 
Therefore, the Old Testament Apocrypha, or deuterocanonical books, are 
made up of the Septuagint plus minus three books. However, some people 
label all the books of the Septuagint plus as the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
This adds to the confusion when discussing this subject. 
 
There is also some confusion about the way in which these books are 
named. First and Second Esdras are known as Third and Fourth Esdras in 
the Roman Catholic reckoning (the Rheims/Douay Version and the Latin 
Vulgate).  
 
For Roman Catholics, First and Second Esdras are the same as the 
canonical books of Ezra and Nehemiah.  
 
In addition, in the Septuagint translation, Second Esdras chapter 1 to 10 is 
the Book of Ezra and chapter 11 to 23 is the Book of is Nehemiah! This 
adds to the confusion in speaking about these books. 
 
2. The Apocrypha Is Included In Some  

Non-Roman Catholic Translations 
 
Many non-Roman Catholic translations include the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. These translations usually place the books as a 
separate unit between the testaments.  
 
For example, when translating the Old Testament into German, Martin 
Luther followed the church Father Jerome and separated the Apocrypha 
from the Old Testament instead of mingling them with the other books. 
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3. There Are Seven Extra Books Added To The Old  
Testament By The Roman Catholic Church 

 
When the books of the Apocrypha are added to the Old Testament in 
Roman Catholic translations, they are put at different places within the 
canonical Old Testament—they are not placed as a separate unit.  
 
For example, in the Rheims/Douay Bible, we find the books of the 
Apocrypha are added differently to the Old Testament than the way the 
Protestants place them.  
 
The same holds true for modern Roman Catholic translations such as the 
New Jerusalem Bible and the New American Bible. 
 
When added to the Roman Catholic Old Testament, these writings 
constitute only seven extra books because some of them are attached to 
existing books.  
 
Consequently, the Roman Catholic translations would add only seven new 
writings to the existing Old Testament for a total of forty-six, or six new 
books to the Old Testament if the Letter of Jeremiah is added to Baruch 
rather than standing on its own.  
 
Obviously, all of this is not easy to follow! 
 
4. The Way In Which The Apocrypha Is  

Placed Within The Old Testament 
 
As mentioned, some of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha are 
not listed as separate books but rather added to existing books. The books 
of the Apocrypha that are interspersed with the Old Testament are done 
so in the following way. 

 
The additions to Esther placed at the end of the canonical Book of Esther 
(Esther 10:4-16:24). 
 
The Prayer of Azariah and the Song of The Three Young Men is added to 
Daniel 3 (Daniel 3:24-90). 
 
Susanna is added as a chapter to Daniel (Daniel 13). 
 
Bel and the Dragon is also added as a chapter to Daniel (Daniel 14). 
 
Therefore, the books of the Apocrypha would consist of eleven separate 
writings when added between the testaments in non-Roman Catholic 
Bibles, but only as seven books in Roman Catholic These seven are Baruch, 
Tobit, Judith, Ecclesiasticus, First and Second Maccabees, and the Letter 
of Jeremiah.  
 
Sometimes it is only six books because the Letter of Jeremiah is added to 
Baruch. The other four are interspersed with the Old Testament books. 
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Because of the different ways these books are included in the Old 
Testament. 
 
In sum, there is a lot of confusion when discussing the subject. 
 
Summary To Question 1  
What Is The Old Testament Apocrypha? 
 
Although the Jews and Protestants have the same Old Testament, there are 
certain books that have been rejected by both Jews and Protestants as Holy 
Scripture, but that the Roman Catholic Church, as well as some other 
Christian communities, considers them to be divinely authoritative. These 
are known as the Apocrypha, or the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
These books were written between the completion of the Old Testament, 
and the beginning of the New Testament era; from about 300 B.C. to 100 
B.C. The Old Testament Apocrypha is part of a larger group of writings 
known as the “Septuagint plus.”   
 
In many Protestant translations of Scripture, the Apocrypha is placed as 
one unit of books between the testaments. Other translations do not have 
them at all.  
 
Roman Catholic translations place the books of the Apocrypha in various 
places in the Old Testament. Therefore, the Roman Catholic translation 
would add six or seven extra books to the Old Testament. The difference 
between six and seven depends upon whether the Letter of Jeremiah is 
added to Baruch or stands on its own. 
 
The real issue, however, is not how these books are divided or where they 
are placed in printed Bibles. The real is this: Do these writings belong to 
the Old Testament Scripture or are they merely human works? 
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Question 2 
 

What Are The Contents Of The Various Books 
Of The Old Testament Apocrypha? 

 
The Old Testament Apocrypha consists of eleven or twelve writings, 
depending upon how they are divided, that make up part of the Old 
Testament Scripture of the Roman Catholic Church. Some of these 
writings are complete books while others are additions to existing books. 
 
Other ancient Christian communities, such as the Greek Orthodox Church 
and the Russian Orthodox Church, not only accept these writings as 
canonical, they add three additional writings to the Old Testament. These 
writings constitute three separate books. 
 
Because these works are believed to be Holy Scripture by millions of 
professing Christians, it is important that we have some understanding of 
the contents of the various writings which make up the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. We can summarize the contents of these works as follows. 
 
1. The Book Of Tobit 
 
The Book of Tobit was likely composed in the second century B.C. The 
author is unknown. It is named after its main character. The book tells the 
story about a man named Tobit who was taken captive to Nineveh in 721 
B.C. along with the northern kingdom of Israel.  
 
While in Nineveh, Tobit rose to prominence in the Assyrian government. 
However, he eventually lost his position as well as his wealth. Through all 
of this, Tobit still continued to live a righteous life before God. To add to 
his problems, Tobit was blinded by an accident. Because of this and the 
other problems he was enduring, Tobit asked the Lord to allow him to die. 
 
Tobit then remembered that he had deposited a large sum of money in 
Media. The story goes on to talk about how Tobit sent his son Tobias to 
retrieve the family treasure. The traveling companion of Tobias on this 
journey was the angel Raphael (although his identity was unknown to either 
Tobit or Tobias). On the way to Media, when he was bathing, Tobias was 
attacked by a large fish. The fish was killed. Raphael then told Tobias to 
remove the heart and lung from the fish because it would make “useful 
medicine.”  
 
At the same time Tobit was asking the Lord to take his life, there was a 
woman in Media named Sarah who was also requesting to die. She had lost 
seven husbands—each on the night of their honeymoon! A demon named 
Asmodeus had entered into their bedchamber and killed each one of these 
men. Thus, Sarah wished to die. 
 
When Tobias arrived in Media, he was urged by Raphael to marry Sarah. 
Instead of becoming the eighth victim of the demon, Tobias used the liver 
and heart of the dead fish to drive the demon from their bedchamber.  
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When Tobias and Sarah returned to Nineveh, he used part of the fish to 
rub onto the eyes of his blind father. At that moment, Tobit was cured 
from his blindness. Raphael then revealed his true identity to Tobit—he 
was an angel sent by God to answer Tobit’s prayer. This led Tobit to praise 
the Lord for answering his prayer. The story ends with Tobit telling Tobias 
and Sarah to leave Nineveh because the Lord was going to judge the wicked 
city. 
 
The book seems to have been written to teach the Jews how to act properly 
toward God even in the midst of tragedy.  
 
There are a number of obvious historical and geographical errors in this 
book that make it historically impossible. As noted, legendary elements are 
also found in this story.  
 
2. The Book Of Judith  
 
The Book of Judith is the work of an unknown author in the second 
century B.C. This story has its setting, however, during the time of the 
Babylonian captivity. Judith is the account of a Jewish woman who saves 
her people by killing an enemy leader. There does not seem to be any 
historical basis for this story. The book contains a number of historical and 
chronological errors. In fact, Judith begins with a couple of obvious 
historical errors. It says: 
 

It was the twelfth year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, who ruled over 
the Assyrians in the great city of Nineveh. In those days Arphaxad 
ruled over the Medes in Ecbatana (Judith 1:1 NRSV). 

 
Nebuchadnezzar was the ruler of the Babylonians, not the Assyrians. 
Furthermore, he ruled in Babylon—not Nineveh. These are grave historical 
errors that show the legendary character of this book. 
 
In fact, the New American Bible, a Roman Catholic translation, makes the 
following admission concerning the Book of Judith: 
 

Any attempt to read this book directly against the backdrop of Jewish 
history in relation to the empires of the world is bound to fail 
(Prologue To Judith). 

 
What this simply means is that the entire account of Book of Judith is 
fictional. 
 
There is a more serious problem. According to the Book of Judith, God 
assists Judith in telling a number of lies. Judith lies to the Assyrians by 
saying that she is hiding from her people.  
 
Once she has gained their trust, she is able to kill their leader by her deceit. 
This is a serious problem. The Bible never gives any justification for 
someone telling a lie. Yet the entire success of Judith is based upon her 
untruths. This is certainly not consistent with the rest of the teaching of 
Scripture. This is a further reason to reject Judith as Holy Scripture. 
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3. The Additions To Esther  
  
The biblical story of Esther is given a number of additions in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. These stories seem to have been written with the 
idea of including them with the canonical Book of Esther. The author is 
unknown. In fact, the additions may have been written at different times 
by different authors. The additions are usually dated in the 2nd or 1st 
century B.C. 
 
Most of these additions were probably originally written in Greek though 
some of them may indicate they are a translation from Hebrew. The fact 
that parts were originally composed in Greek is another testimony to its 
late date because the canonical Book of Esther was written entirely in 
Hebrew.  
 
These additions contain the following: the record of the dream of 
Mordecai; an edict of Artaxerxes; prayers from Esther and Mordecai; an 
account of Esther before the king; a counter edict of Artaxerxes, and an 
epilogue. There is no historical basis for any of them. 
 
In the dream which Mordecai supposedly had, he saw two dragons which 
were representing coming conflict. It was only later that Mordecai 
understood that one of the dragons was representing Haman, the high-
ranking official in the Persian government who, according to the canonical 
Book of Esther, plotted to destroy the Jewish people.  
 
The second dragon in the dream was actually Mordecai himself. It was he 
who was instrumental in saving the Jews from annihilation. This, of course, 
was with the help of his adopted daughter Queen Esther, the wife of the 
King. 
 
Interestingly, the additions to Esther add something to the story that the 
biblical Book of Esther does not—prayers to God. The Book of Esther is 
well-known for the fact that the name of God is never once mentioned in 
the Book. Nor do we find a reference to prayer.  
 
The additions to Esther make up for this by adding prayers of both Esther 
and Mordecai. In fact, in the additions to Esther there are over fifty 
references to God. These additions are added to the Book of Esther in 
Roman Catholic translations (Esther 10:4-16:24) while Protestants print 
them a separate book or writing. 
 
4. The Wisdom Of Solomon (The Book Of Wisdom) 
 
This work was probably composed in Greek about 100 B.C. The author is 
not the famous King Solomon of the Bible, as the title suggests. However, 
at times, the author of this work speaks as the person of Solomon. Hence, 
the name: The Wisdom of Solomon. The fact that this work was written in 
Greek, rather than Hebrew, further demonstrates that King Solomon was 
not the author. 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 13 

Basically, the work elaborates on the teachings about wisdom found in two 
of Solomon’s works—Proverbs and Ecclesiastes. The teachings resemble 
Greek thought more than Hebrew thought.   
  
There is a passage from the Book of the Wisdom of Solomon that sheds 
light upon the taunting of Christ at His crucifixion. It reads: 
 

Let us see if his words are true, and let us test what will happen at the 
end of his life; for if the righteous man is God’s child, he will help him, 
and will deliver him from the hand of his adversaries. Let us test him 
with insult and torture, so that we may find out how gentle he is, and 
make trial of his forbearance. Let us condemn him to a shameful death 
(The Wisdom Of Solomon 2:17-20 NRSV). 

 
This gives us some insight concerning what those who were at Jesus’ 
crucifixion were saying to Him. They assumed if Jesus was righteous, then 
God would deliver Him from His unjust death on the cross. However, they 
did not realize that the death of Christ had an even greater purpose—He 
was dying for the sins of the world. 
  
5. Sirach, The Wisdom Of Jesus The  

Son Of Sirach (The Book Ecclesiasticus) 
 
This work has a number of different names. The Greek title is “Sirach” or 
“The Wisdom of Jesus the Son of Sirach.” In some Greek and Latin 
manuscripts of this work, there is the title, Liber Ecclesiasticus.  This is Latin 
for “Church Book.” It was given this name because many in the church 
made extensive use of its teachings. 
 
While this book is usually dated about 180 B.C., it could have been written 
earlier. The work was originally written in Hebrew and then later translated 
into Greek by the grandson of the author. He also added his own preface 
to the work. 
 
The author was a sage who used the Book of Proverbs as a model for his 
work. This work was held in high esteem among Jews and Christians. For 
example, John Bunyan, the author of “A Pilgrims Progress,” testified that 
a passage from the Book of Ecclesiasticus gave him much comfort during 
a time of need. The passage reads: 
 

Consider the generations of old and see: has anyone trusted in the Lord 
and been disappointed?  Or has anyone persevered in the fear of the 
Lord and been forsaken?  Or has anyone called upon him and been 
neglected? For the Lord is compassionate and merciful; he forgives 
sins and saves in time of distress (Ecclesiasticus 2:10,11 NRSV). 

 
While this passage does not teach anything new about the Lord, it certainly 
summarizes biblical truth. 
 
Among other things, the Book of Ecclesiasticus does provide us with 
valuable insights about the existence and extent of the Old Testament 
canon. The writer cites every book of the Old Testament either directly, or 
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indirectly, with the possible exception of the Book of Ruth. Furthermore, 
he makes a clear distinction between his writings and those of Holy 
Scripture. 
 
Thus, Sirach, or Ecclesiasticus, is helpful in that it lets us know that a canon 
of Scripture existed in 200 B.C. Furthermore, it is helpful in determining 
the exact contents of this canon. 
 
6. Baruch 
 
This book was written as a series of addresses to the Jews who were exiled 
in Babylon. Most likely it was originally written in Hebrew in the second or 
first century B.C. The style of writing is different in the five major sections 
of this book. The first and last are written in prose but the middle three are 
written as poetry.  
 
Baruch is unique among the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha in 
that its style is similar to that of the Old Testament prophets—it has the 
ancient prophetic fire!   
 
It seems that the work was intended to instruct these exiled Israelites as to 
how to make their annual pilgrimage back to Jerusalem. The author, at least 
in the first part of the work, is supposedly the same Baruch who was 
Jeremiah’s scribe. However, since it was written centuries after the time of 
Baruch, the work is a pseudepigraphal work—a false writing. 
 
7. The Letter Of Jeremiah 
 
This work consists of one chapter that is sometimes added to the Book of 
Baruch (as Baruch chapter six). Sometimes the letter of Jeremiah is placed 
on its own.  That fact that this is sometimes added to Baruch is why we say 
the Old Testament Apocrypha of the Roman Catholic Church consists of 
a total of six or seven books—depending upon how they are divided. 
 
The work is basically an attack upon idolatry. It shows that idols have no 
power over anyone. Jeremiah the prophet supposedly wrote this letter to 
the Jews who were about to be taken into captivity by the Babylonians. 
However, there is no evidence that this letter was actually written by 
Jeremiah.  
 
A copy of the Letter of Jeremiah has been found in cave seven among the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. All of the fragments found in this cave were written in 
Greek. This may suggest that the original language of the letter was not 
Hebrew but rather Greek.  
 
Since Jeremiah would not have written in the Greek language, this is further 
evidence that this work did not come from the biblical prophet. However, 
there are those who argue that the Greek fragments are translations from 
the original Hebrew. The letter of Jeremiah is usually dated somewhere in 
the fourth century B.C. 
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8. The Prayer Of Azariah And The  
Song Of The Three Young Men 

 
These are actually two separate works. Azariah is the Hebrew name of one 
of the three young men whom King Nebuchadnezzar through into the 
fiery furnace for not bowing to the king’s golden image. Azariah’s prayer is 
an acknowledgment that the Babylonians captivity was God’s divine justice 
against Israel. He then prays that God will save him and his two friends 
from the flames of the fiery furnace  
 
God responds to this prayer by sending His angel into the furnace with 
them. This causes the three young men to sing to the Lord. They sing of 
the great acts of God among the Jewish people as well as in all the earth. 
In doing so, these three young men give thanks for their deliverance from 
the fiery furnace.  
 
These two works are usually thought to have been written about 160 B.C. 
Since these events in the Book of Daniel take place around 550 B.C, there 
is no evidence whatsoever for the authenticity of either of these works.  
 
In Roman Catholic translations, these two portions are added to Daniel 3 
(Daniel 3:23-90) while in Protestant translations they are separate works. 
 
9. Susanna  
 
This is a beautiful story. It tells how Daniel saved a woman named Susanna 
from death. Two elders falsely accused her of immorality. As she was being 
led away to execution she cried out to God. At that moment young Daniel 
appeared.  
 
He separated the two accusers and compared their stories. When he found 
that they did not match, they were executed instead of Susanna. Daniel was 
considered a hero from that day forward. While this story is well-written 
and has been considered one of the best short stories in all literature, it has 
no historical basis whatsoever. Add to this the fact that this work was 
originally written in Greek. Twice during this short story, we find a play on 
words that will work in Greek but will not work in Hebrew. This testifies 
to the late date of the writing.  
 
The Book of Daniel was written in Hebrew and Aramaic with no part 
originally composed in Greek. The story of Susanna is added as a thirteenth 
chapter to Daniel in Roman Catholic translations which Protestants print 
it as a separate work. 
 
10. Bel And The Dragon (Bel And The Snake) 
   
Bel and the Dragon, or Bel and the Snake, consists of two short stories. 
These two accounts ridicule idolatry and show how the gods of Babylon 
are without power.  
 
The first story describes the Babylonian god called Bel. It reveals how 
Daniel showed the king that Bel was just a human-made idol without any 
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real existence or substance. The king told Daniel that Bel was real because 
he ate the food that the priests left for him each night.  
 
However, Daniel showed the king that Bel did not eat the food that was 
left for him each night—rather the priests of Bel and their families came in 
through a secret door and ate the food left for the idol. When the king 
discovered this hoax, he put the priests and their families to death. The idol 
was then handed over to Daniel for destruction. 
 
In the second story, Daniel asked permission of the king to kill the dragon 
they were worshipping. He said: 
 

But give me permission, O king, and I will kill the dragon without 
sword or club. The king said, “I give you permission.” Then Daniel 
took pitch, fat, and hair, and boiled them together and made cakes, 
which he fed to the dragon. The dragon ate them, and burst open. 
Then Daniel said, “See what you have been worshiping!” (Bel And The 
Dragon 1:26-27 NRSV). 

 
The Babylonians then became upset because Daniel had destroyed two of 
their idols. They convinced the king to throw Daniel into a den of lions. 
The story concludes by showing that God protected Daniel from the lions 
during the six days that he was in the den.  
 
On the seventh day, the king arrived at the lion!s den to find Daniel safe. 
We read: 
 

On the seventh day the king came to mourn for Daniel. When he came 
to the den he looked in, and there sat Daniel!  The king shouted with 
a loud voice, “You are great, O Lord, the God of Daniel, and there is 
no other besides you!”  Then he pulled Daniel out, and threw into the 
den those who had attempted his destruction, and they were instantly 
eaten before his eyes (Bel And The Dragon 1:41-42 NRSV). 

 
These stories are without any historical basis. They were probably written 
in Hebrew about 150 B.C. Bel and the Dragon is added to the Book of 
Daniel as Daniel chapter fourteen in Roman Catholic translations and as a 
separate work in Protestant translations. 
 
11. First Maccabees (100 B.C.) 
 
First Maccabees is an account of the struggles of the Jewish nation from 
175 B.C. to 135 B.C.  This was the era in which the Jews of the Holy Land 
fought for and gained their national independence.  
 
First Maccabees was written to give us a history of the nation during this 
turbulent time. Indeed, some of the parts of First Maccabees are genuinely 
historical and are extremely helpful in understanding the history of that 
period. However, it also contains historical errors and parts that are 
anachronistic. 
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Though the work is called “Maccabees,” this name is only applied to one 
character in the Book—Judas Maccabaeus; the “hammer.” Judas was the 
third son of Mattathias—a priest who led a revolt against the Seleucid kings 
who were persecuting the Jews.  
 
In First Maccabees, Judas is the one credited with overthrowing these 
enemies of Israel. In doing so, he cleansed the temple which had been 
defiled. As a result of the temple being cleansed and rededicated, the 
“Festival of Lights,” or Hanukkah, was established. According to First 
Maccabees, this feast was to be perpetually celebrated by the Jews. 
 
First Maccabees was written in Hebrew about 100 B.C., and soon 
afterwards translated into Greek. The Hebrew text is now lost but it did 
exist at the time of Jerome (4th century A.D.).  
 
We do not know who authored this book. It is possible that he was a Jew 
who lived in Jerusalem and wrote shortly after the death of the High Priest 
John Hyrcanus I (134-104 B.C.). Thus, the writer may have had some 
firsthand information of the events. 
 
As mentioned, this book is profitable to us for a number of reasons. To 
give one example: from First Maccabees we know that there was a canon 
of Scripture which existed at this time. It was made up of the Law and the 
Prophets.  
 
While copies of these sacred writings were taken from the temple archives 
and destroyed during this difficult time in Jewish history, other copies, 
which existed, were used to replace them. They were also placed in the 
temple archives as the previous copies had been.  
 
Thus, First Maccabees is extremely helpful in tracing the history of Old 
Testament Scripture. 
 
12. Second Maccabees 
 
The author of Second Maccabees is not known. Neither is the time of its 
composition, though it is usually assumed to have been written around 75 
B.C.  
 
Although the work is entitled, “Second Maccabees,” it is not a sequel to 
First Maccabees. In fact, it covers the same basic time period as parts of 
First Maccabees; 180-161 B.C. This parallels the events described in First 
Maccabees 1:10-7:50.  
  
Second Maccabees, however, gives a somewhat different account of the 
events. It is more of a theological interpretation of Jewish history. In fact, 
Second Maccabees is not as historically accurate as First Maccabees. It has 
several chronological errors and also contains a number of contradictions 
as well some fanciful and legendary material. The interest of the writer of 
Second Maccabees was more religious than historical. 
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The writer tells us that his work is a condensed version of a five-volume 
work by someone named Jason the Cyrene. He wrote: 
 

All this, which has been set forth by Jason of Cyrene in five volumes, 
we shall attempt to condense into a single book (2 Maccabees 2:23 
NRSV). 

 
Nothing exists of this five-volume work.  
 
Second Maccabees can be divided into three basic parts: The first part, 
chapters one and two, consists of two letters from the Jews of Jerusalem 
to the Jews of Egypt.  
 
The second part, chapter 3-10:9, deals with events relating to the Temple, 
priesthood and the Syrian persecution of the Jews from 176-164 B.C.  
 
The final section, chapter 10:10-15:39, relates the successful military 
campaign of Judas Maccabaeus and the defeat of Nicanor. As mentioned, 
much of this material is unhistorical. 
 
Roman Catholic doctrines such purgatory, prayers for the dead, and the 
intercessory work of glorified “saints” supposedly finds some support in 
Second Maccabees.   
 
There Are Three Other Books From The Septuagint Plus 
 
Apart from these writings, there are three other books from the Septuagint 
plus that are not part of the Old Testament Apocrypha—First and Second 
Esdras, and the Prayer of Manasseh. 
 
First Esdras (Third Esdras) 
 
Roman Catholics know this work as Third Esdras. It compiles historical 
material from various parts of the Old Testament as well as adding some 
other material that is not from Scripture.  
 
The additional material contains historical errors. The Roman Catholic 
Church does not consider this book authoritative. However, it is accepted 
as Scripture by the Greek Orthodox Church and the Russian Orthodox 
Church as well as some other ancient Christian communities.  
 
Second Esdras (Fourth Esdras or Fourth Ezra) 
 
Roman Catholics know this work as Fourth Esdras or Fourth Ezra in their 
Bible translations. It also has this title in the Latin Vulgate.  
 
In this work, the scribe Ezra, in a series of visions, mourns the predicament 
of Israel and looks forward to coming of the Messiah and the restoration 
of Israel to its former glory. It also contains an account of Ezra restoring 
the sacred Scripture which had been destroyed.  
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Although this work is considered part of the Septuagint plus, it did not find 
its way into copies of the Septuagint. The church Father Tertullian accepted 
this book as authentic. 
 
Second Esdras is thought to have been written after the time of Christ. 
Indeed, it is thought that parts of 2nd Esdras are possibly Christian and 
Latin in their origin. 
 
The Prayer Of Manasseh  
 
This is a short psalm of repentance. It is supposed to represent Manasseh’s 
prayer for mercy after he acknowledged his sin against the Lord. 
Manasseh’s repentance is recorded in 2 Chronicles 33:13-16.  
 
However, there is no historical basis for believing this was the actual prayer 
of Manasseh. While the Roman Catholic Church does not accept this book 
as part of the Old Testament, the Greek Orthodox Church does.  
 
Observations On The Old Testament Apocryphal Books  
 
There are a number of observations that we can make about the content 
of these fifteen apocryphal writings. They are as follows: 
 
1. First Esdras Is Similar In Content  

To Existing Old Testament Books 
 
We find that one of these books, First Esdras, is similar in content to books 
found in the Old Testament. It basically retells the stories found in three 
Old Testament books—the Book of Ezra, Nehemiah 7:6-8:12, and Second 
Chronicles 35:1-36:23. It also adds other material that is found nowhere in 
the Old Testament. 
 
2. Writings Add New Content  

To Existing Old Testament Books 
 
Other writings of the Old Testament Apocrypha add new information to 
existing Old Testament books. There are a number of additions made to 
the Book of Esther as well as additions made to the Book of Daniel. There 
are also two books associated with the prophet Jeremiah—the Letter of 
Jeremiah and Baruch. Sometimes these writings are added to the Book of 
Jeremiah instead of standing alone.  
 
Thus, each of these writings attempts to add content to existing Old 
Testament books. The prayer of Manasseh is added to explain the 
repentance of Manasseh as recorded in 2 Chronicles 33:12-13.   
 
3. There Are Two Wisdom Books  

In The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
Two of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha, are what is known as 
“wisdom literature.” Old Testament wisdom literature would include such 
works as Psalms and Proverbs. Instead of adding content to actual Old 
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Testament stories, these two works attempt to teach the proper use of 
wisdom.  
 
The Wisdom of Solomon is attributed to the biblical character, Solomon, 
while Ecclesiasticus was written by a Jewish teacher named Jesus, Son of 
Sirach.  
 
4. Two Books Center Around Unknown Characters 
 
While many of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha are connected 
with actual Old Testament characters and real events, two of the writings 
concern two unknown characters—Judith and Tobit.  
 
Their stories are set in Old Testament times but they themselves are 
nowhere mentioned in the Old Testament. As we observed, there is no 
historical basis for these stories. 
 
5. Two Books Deal With Material Between The Testaments 
 
There are two writings contained in the Old Testament Apocrypha that 
deal with the time of the Maccabees, or events that occurred between the 
testaments. These are the two books of the Maccabees.  
 
First Maccabees give a more historical understanding of this period while 
Second Maccabees provides a more theological or spiritual understanding. 
First Maccabees, in particular, is helpful in filling in important information 
about this period.  
 
6. Second Esdras Is An Apocalypse:  

Similar To The Book Of Revelation 
 
Second Esdras, though supposedly written by Ezra, was actually composed 
to respond to the destruction of the city of Jerusalem by the Romans in 
A.D. 70. It speaks of God’s judgment on sin. It is similar to the Book of 
Revelation in the New Testament.   
 
This briefly sums up the apocryphal books as well as their contents. 

 
Summary To Question 2   
What Are The Contents Of The Various Books  
Of The Old Testament Apocrypha? 
 
The Roman Catholic Church adds a number of writings to the existing Old 
Testament of the Jews and Protestants. The contents of these writings vary 
from book to book. Some contain credible history while others are fanciful 
and unhistorical.  
 
Many of the books contain historical and geographical errors. Some of 
them were originally written in Greek and not Hebrew. There is no 
evidence whatsoever that any of these were written under divine 
inspiration. 
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The content of these books can be divided into six different categories. 
One book, First Esdras, merely retells Old Testament events. It adds 
nothing to our knowledge.  
 
A number of books, such as additions to Esther, Bel and the Dragon, 
Susanna, the prayer of Azariah, the prayer of Manasseh, Baruch, and the 
Letter of Jeremiah, add content to existing Old Testament books. 
 
Two wisdom books, the Wisdom of Solomon and Ecclesiasticus are stand-
alone writings that are similar to the wisdom literature found in the Old 
Testament. 
 
Judith and Tobit are books set in Old Testament times but are unknown 
characters as far as the Scriptures are concerned. They purport to record 
heroic stories during difficult periods of the history of the nation. 
 
The two books of the Maccabees are set in the period between the 
testaments—they do not deal with persons or events recorded in Scripture. 
These writings add to our knowledge of the time after the Old Testament 
was completed but they are not historical. 
 
Finally, Second Esdras was written as an apocalyptic book, similar to the 
Book of Revelation. 
 
As previously stated, there is no reason whatsoever to add any of these 
writings to the existing Old Testament Scripture. 
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Question 3 
 

What Is The History Of The 
Old Testament Apocrypha? 

 
There were approximately four hundred and fifty years between the last 
Old Testament book written—Malachi—and the first New Testament 
book—Matthew, Galatians, James, or 1 Thessalonians.  
 
A number of significant events occurred during this period. Among them 
was the writing of a number of books that came to be known as the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. The history of the Old Testament Apocrypha can 
be summarized in the following manner. 
 
1. The Jews Were In Exile From The Promised Land 
 
Many Jews were living outside of the Promised Land during the time 
between the testaments. Earlier, at the time of Jeremiah, a large contingent 
had sought refuge in Egypt.  
 
Then, in 586 B.C., the city of Jerusalem was destroyed along with the 
temple. The remaining Jews were taken into captivity. When they were 
allowed to return to the Promised Land a number of years later, many of 
them chose not to return. In fact, the number of Jews who stayed in 
Babylon after Ezra left to return to Jerusalem was greater than the number 
of Jews who had left to go back to the Promised Land.  
 
2. There Was A New Language  

For The Dispersed Jews: Greek 
 
With the conquest of the known world by Alexander the Great (330 B.C.), 
Greek became the international language. There were Jewish settlements 
in most of the Greek-speaking cities. The Jews who lived outside of Israel 
eventually forgot how to speak Hebrew.  
 
Consequently, they could no longer read the Scriptures in the original 
language. When the Scriptures were taught in the synagogue, they had to 
be translated from the Hebrew into Greek. This created the need for a 
written Greek version of the Old Testament Scripture.  
 
3. The Old Testament Was Translated  

From Hebrew Into Greek: The Septuagint 
 
Thus, about 250 B.C., in Alexandria, Egypt, the most important Jewish 
center outside of the Holy Land, the Jews began to translate the Old 
Testament into Greek—the language they spoke and read.  
 
This translation became known as the Septuagint which means “seventy.” 
According to an ancient work, seventy, or seventy-two, scholars translated 
the Scripture from Hebrew into Greek. These translators began with the 
five books of Moses and, as the years went by, they translated all the books 
of the Old Testament into Greek.  
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This Greek translation of the Old Testament, the Septuagint, became 
popular among the Jews since Hebrew was no longer their principal 
language, even in Israel. Each generation would become less and less 
familiar with the Hebrew. 
 
4.        The Jews Lived In Turbulent Times During  

This Period: Their Writings Reflected Hope  
For Something Better 

 
The period between the two testaments was a turbulent one for the Jews. 
They were under the authority of a number of different people groups—
Egypt, then Syria, and finally Rome.  
 
Much of their literature that was written during this period reflected their 
struggle. With evil all around them, and many religious and political 
struggles, there were hopes for better days when the promised Messiah 
would come and bring them into a new golden age of peace.   
 
5. The Old Testament Apocrypha Was  

Composed During This Difficult Period 
 
In addition to the translation of the Hebrew Old Testament into Greek, 
other books were also translated into Greek. This included the books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha. In fact, some of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha were originally written in Greek. 
 
These writings reflected the hope for better days ahead. This, of course, 
would add to their popularity. In addition, they filled the gaps of Jewish 
history with stories of heroism during difficult times. Since there was not 
much literature produced by the Jews during this time in their history, the 
people cherished whatever written works they possessed. This added 
further value to the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
One of the odd things about the Old Testament Apocrypha is that none 
of the books make mention of the Messiah. This is particularly strange 
since those books were composed when there was a great need for the 
Messiah to deliver Israel from its various enemies. 
 
6. The Old Testament Apocrypha Was Not Used  

As Scripture In The New Testament Period 
 
The influence of the Septuagint continued to be felt. This Greek version 
of the Old Testament was widely used by Greek-speaking Jews in various 
communities of the Roman Empire, including Judea.  
 
As we move to the New Testament period, we find that Jesus and His 
disciples basically used the Septuagint as their Old Testament. This is in 
spite of the fact that their main spoken language was probably Aramaic, 
and not Greek.  
 
When they quoted the Hebrew Scriptures, it was usually from the 
Septuagint and not the Hebrew version. However, though they used the 
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Septuagint extensively, they never cited the Old Testament Apocrypha as 
Scripture.  
 
While they directly quoted most of the books of the Old Testament, often 
with such introductory phrases such as, “It is written,” or “God says,” the 
books of the Apocrypha were never quoted. This is an important point. 
 
7. The Septuagint Became The Authoritative  

Old Testament Text For Christians 
 
After the New Testament period, Christians continued to quote the Greek 
Old Testament to prove Jesus was the Messiah. When the gospel was 
brought to the Greek-speaking world, the arguments for Jesus were based 
upon the Septuagint.  
 
Since many of these believers did not know the Hebrew language, they 
used the Septuagint as their Old Testament Scripture. In fact, it became 
their divinely inspired Old Testament.  
 
When the text of the Septuagint read differently from the Hebrew text, the 
Christians usually preferred the reading of the Septuagint even though it 
was a translation of the Hebrew. Sadly, in many of these cases, the 
Christians falsely accused the Jews of corrupting the text of Scripture so 
that it would hide the fact that Jesus was the Messiah.  
 
Many Christians also accepted an ancient account of the divine origin of 
the Septuagint. This is known as the “Letter of Aristeas.” As the story goes, 
the seventy, or seventy-two, translators of the Septuagint were isolated 
from one another. When their translations were compared, they were 
found to be word-for-word the same! This supposedly testified to the 
divine nature of this work. A number of Christians at that time accepted 
this explanation for the origin of the Septuagint.  
 
While this story of the origin of the Septuagint came from Jews living 
before the time of Christ, it taught that it was only the Law of Moses that 
was miraculously translated. The Christians stretched the miracle of 
translation to the entire Old Testament!  
 
Therefore, certain Christians had their own divinely inspired miraculous 
Scripture—the Greek Old Testament. 
 
Flavius Josephus, the first-century Jewish historian, tells us that Septuagint 
originated when seventy-two men were sent from Jerusalem to Alexandria, 
Egypt to translate the Hebrew Law into Greek. These seventy-two elders, 
according to Josephus, accomplished their translation by “collaboration 
and comparison.”  
 
There is no idea of each of them working separately and then coming up 
with the same word-for-word translation. It seems the only biblical 
translation in which these seventy-two men did, was on the five Books of 
Moses and not the entire Old Testament.  
 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 25 

8. The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha  
Became Identified With The Septuagint 

 
The books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were first given canonical 
status by certain Greek-speaking Christians. It is possible that this came 
about through a mistaken belief that these writings formed part of the 
canon of Old Testament Scripture. It is likely that the inclusion of the 
apocryphal books in the Septuagint may have been partly due to ancient 
ways in which the rolls, or scrolls, were stored.   
 
After the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 there was no sacred building 
where to house the scrolls. The temple archives, which officially housed 
the scrolls, no longer existed. The scrolls were likely kept in some type of 
container. It is possible that certain non-canonical documents might have 
been kept in a box along with canonical documents. This would only be 
for the sake of storing—it would not be to give these scrolls some type of 
canonical status.  
 
However, the storing together of canonical and non-canonical writings may 
have led some to assume that all of these writings had a divine status. This 
is a possible explanation as to how the canonical and non-canonical books 
were placed together. 
 
It is also possible that these books were placed together because of the 
change from the scroll to the codex, or book form. Once the codex became 
popular, a number of separate writings, which previously were placed upon 
individual scrolls, could now be put between two covers.  
 
This is a possible explanation as to how the Old Testament Apocrypha 
could have been included in the same group as the Old Testament writings. 
It was merely for convenience sake.  
 
Whatever the case may be, we know that eventually certain books, that 
were never part of the Hebrew canon, but that were identified with the 
Septuagint, began to be quoted as authoritative by some early Christians.  
 
For a number of inadequate reasons, these works came to be considered 
as part of the Septuagint—the authorized Old Testament by many 
believers. These non-divinely inspired writings were now linked with the 
divinely inspired Scripture. 
 
9. The Jews Had An Angered Reaction To  

The Christian’s Using The Septuagint 
 
The idea that Christians used the Septuagint as their sacred Scripture 
angered the Jews. The Septuagint had been translated by Jews and for Jews 
but now it was being used by the Christians. Since the Septuagint became 
identified with the Christian Old Testament, the Jews decided to make their 
own translations. These included translations by Aquila, Symmachus, and 
Theodotion.  
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Although the Septuagint was originally translated by Jews two centuries 
before Christ, it was rejected because of its identification with Christians. 
In fact, most of the manuscripts of the Septuagint that have survived to 
this day were copied by Christians and not by Jews. 
 
10. The Translator Jerome Rejects The  

Old Testament Apocrypha As Scripture 
 
A few hundred years after Christ, the church Father Jerome translated the 
entire Bible into Latin. This was the language of the common people at 
that time in the Western Roman Empire.  
 
His translation, the Vulgate, included the Old Testament Apocrypha, but 
only because the books were popular among his readers. Jerome explicitly 
denied that they should have the status as Scripture. Jerome said they were 
not “books of the canon” but rather “books of the church.” He believed 
they could be helpful to people, but he clearly stated his belief that they 
were not divinely authoritative. 
 
His assessment of the Old Testament Apocrypha was ignored. Eventually 
the Vulgate became the official Roman Catholic text on which all other 
translations were based. This tradition of using the Vulgate has continued 
until the twentieth century.  
 
11. Augustine Accepts The Septuagint As Divine:  

Including The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
Another key figure in the history of the Old Testament Apocrypha was the 
church father Augustine of Hippo. His influence was enormous. He 
accepted the fanciful story about the divine origin of the Septuagint.  
 
Augustine actually defended the Septuagint as being divinely inspired even 
when it contradicted the Hebrew text.  
 
For example, in the Book of Jonah, the Hebrew text said that Jonah 
preached the destruction of Nineveh in forty days. However, the text of 
the Septuagint said three days. Augustine contended that both accounts 
were divinely inspired. He said Jonah actually said the destruction would 
be in forty days, as the Hebrew text said, but the divinely inspired men that 
translated the Septuagint wrote three days as a testimony to the time Christ 
was in grave—since Christ Himself compared His time in the grave with 
Jonah. Therefore, he reckoned both accounts could be true! 
 
Augustine also believed the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
belonged with the Old Testament Scripture. It is important to note that 
Augustine recognized that the Old Testament Apocrypha was not part of 
the sacred Scripture of the Jews and that neither Christ nor His apostles 
considered these writings to be divinely inspired. This was not the issue.  
 
Augustine believed the church had the right to add these books to the Old 
Testament canon though neither the ancient Jews nor Christ accepted their 
authority.  
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The councils of Hippo and Carthage, under the influence of Augustine, 
declared the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. A few 
years later Pope Leo also stated that the Old Testament Apocrypha was 
indeed part of the Old Testament canon.  
 
The matter was not addressed for the next one thousand years. This was a 
time in history when people did not really make use of the Bible for 
themselves. They were not encouraged by the organized church to do their 
own private study. Therefore, the question of the extent of the canon was 
not an issue. 
 
12. The Protestant Reformers Rejected  

The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
The debate about the extent of the canon did not really come to a head 
until the Protestant Reformation in the 1500’s. The Roman Catholic 
Church had been using the Latin Vulgate translation since the time of 
Jerome.  
 
However, Martin Luther, and the Protestant Reformers, argued that one 
should go back to the original sources—the Hebrew Old Testament to 
establish doctrine. Therefore, they rejected the Latin Vulgate, the Greek 
Septuagint, and the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
In his 1534 German translation, Luther placed these “outside books” at 
the end of his version. He declared that these books did not belong in the 
Old Testament canon of Scripture. 
 
13. The Council Of Trent Declared The Old  

Testament Apocrypha Is Scripture 
 
The Roman Catholic Church responded quickly to Martin Luther and the 
reformers. Twenty-nine years after Luther tacked his 95 thesis on the 
church door in Wittenberg Germany, a church council met at the city of 
Trent, from 1545-1563, to answer some of their charges.  
 
As part of the Counter Reformation (called the Catholic Reformation by 
Roman Catholics) the Council of Trent, in its fourth session in April 1546, 
affirmed the Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. This is with the 
exception of three books: 1 and 2 Esdras and the Prayer of Manasseh.  
 
This Roman Catholic Council of Trent proclaimed these Old Testament 
apocryphal works as divinely authoritative for all Roman Catholics. This 
was the first time in which a general council, as opposed to a local or 
provincial council, made such a decree.  
 
In the statement from Trent, there was no distinction made between the 
proto-canonical, or first canon books, and the deutero-canonical, or the 
second canon books, as Jerome had made one thousand years earlier. All 
of these works were authoritative for the Roman Catholic Church. Indeed, 
anathemas were pronounced against those who dissented from their 
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conclusions. This meant those who disagreed, or taught, otherwise were 
placed under a divine judgment! 
 
From that day, until the present, the Roman Catholic Church has followed 
the decrees of Trent and included these books as part of the Old 
Testament. The Protestant Church continues to reject these works as Holy 
Scripture.  
 
Summary To Question 3  
What Is The History Of The Old Testament Apocrypha? 
 
After the Babylonian captivity most Jews continued to live outside of the 
Holy land. In time, they forgot how to speak their native language, Hebrew. 
Greek became the international language.  
 
Consequently, the Scriptures were translated into a language they could 
understand, Greek. This translation is known as the Septuagint. Along with 
the Old Testament, there were other books that were also translated into 
Greek during this period between the testaments. These include the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
During the time of Christ, He and His disciples often used the Greek Old 
Testament, the Septuagint, when quoting Old Testament Scripture. The 
Septuagint then became the Scripture for the early church.  
 
As time went on, some Christians cited books from the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, which were translated along with the Septuagint. The Jews 
reacted to Christians using the Septuagint by doing new translations of the 
Hebrew into Greek.  
 
Eventually the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were placed in 
Jerome’s Latin translation—the Vulgate. This was over against the 
objection of Jerome himself. Augustine, a contemporary of Jerome, 
accepted the divine inspiration of the Septuagint as well as the Scriptural 
status of the Old Testament Apocrypha.  The Roman Catholic Church 
followed his lead. 
  
At the time of the Protestant reformation, Martin Luther demonstrated 
that the Roman Catholic Church was teaching doctrines contrary to 
Scripture. The Church responded by officially adding the books of the 
Apocrypha to the Old Testament canon.  
 
Protestant Christianity has always denied the divine authority of these 
books though some Protestant groups allow the reading of these books for 
edification and instruction in life.  
 
These differences between Protestants and Roman Catholics with respect 
to the Old Testament Apocrypha remain to this day. It is not possible for 
both groups to be correct on this question. 
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Question 4 
 

Why Does The Roman Catholic Church Accept 
The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 

(The Deuterocanonical Books) 
As Holy Scripture? 

 
Roman Catholicism and Protestantism are not in agreement as to the exact 
limits of Old Testament Scripture. Protestants believe and teach that there 
are only thirty-nine books that makeup the Old Testament. Roman 
Catholicism, however, teaches that the Old Testament consists of these 
thirty-nine books as well as seven additional books.  
 
Furthermore, the Roman Church also teaches that two books of the Old 
Testament, Daniel and Esther, have longer sections in them which 
Protestants delete. These additions are called the deuterocanonical books, 
or second canon books, by Roman Catholics and the Old Testament 
Apocrypha by Protestants.  
 
Roman Catholics call them deuterocanonical books, not because they are 
inferior to the proto-canonical, or first canon books, but rather because 
their status was decided later in history. 
 
Who is correct? Which books belong in the Old Testament as part of Holy 
Scripture? Why does Roman Catholicism believe these additional books, 
and parts of books, constitute sacred Scripture that have been wrongly 
deleted by Protestants? 
 
How We State The Roman Catholic Position On  
The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
In this question, we will state the arguments given by Roman Catholic 
authorities concerning the deuterocanonical books, as they call these 
writings, or the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Protestants call 
them. There are several points we want to emphasize. 
 
First, we are attempting to put forward the best case for the Roman 
Catholic position. It is our intention to use the strongest arguments we can 
find from authoritative Roman Catholic sources. If we have not correctly 
stated the Roman Catholic position on the matter, or if better arguments 
can be found, we will certainly include this material in any update of this 
question. Our desire is to present a fair representation of the Roman 
Catholic position.  
 
Having said this, it must be recognized that Roman Catholic sources do 
not agree among themselves as how to answer this particular issue. As we 
shall see in our response, there are contradictory statements from Catholic 
sources about why these Old Testament Apocrypha books should be 
accepted as Scripture.  
 
Thus, when we list the various Roman Catholic arguments, we are aware 
that not every Roman Catholic scholar would agree with each one of them. 
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However, all of these arguments have been put forward by Roman 
Catholics spokesmen in the past or are still being used in the present.  
 
Therefore, when we state the Roman Catholic case for including these 
books, we will be listing the main arguments that are usually put forward 
in these discussions. 
 
A Brief Summary Of The Roman Catholic Arguments 
 
We will now consider why the Roman Catholic Church accepts the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture. To make it easier, we will divide 
their case into three main parts. We can summarize each section as follows. 
 
The first point which Roman Catholics attempt to establish is that there 
was no fixed canon of Scripture at the time of Jesus and His apostles. Some 
argue that there were competing canons while others argue that the Old 
Testament canon had not been fully accepted in Jesus day. Whatever the 
case may be, the canon of Scripture was not fixed or established. 
 
They argue that the establishment of the canon for the Jews did not come 
until late in the first century A.D. When the city of Jerusalem and the temple 
were destroyed in A.D. 70, the Jews had to rethink their way of life.  
 
Consequently, an authoritative council met in the city of Jamnia which 
decided among other things, the limits of the canon. However, Roman 
Catholics argue that the decision made in Jamnia had no binding authority. 
The Jews had rejected Jesus, hence God rejected them. Authority now lay 
in the church.  
 
Consequently, it was not the right of the Jews to determine the extent of 
the canon but rather the church. Indeed, according to Roman Catholicism, 
the decisions made in Jamnia actually left certain books out of inspired 
Scripture—the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
This brings us to our second point of the Roman Catholic argument— 
church history. The church, from the beginning did not accept this smaller 
Jewish canon but rather rightly included the deuterocanonical books, or 
the Books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. This was the 
traditional practice of the church throughout its history without any real 
dissent. 
 
However, at the time of the Protestant Reformation, Martin Luther and 
the other Protestant reformers, in an attempt to promote their unique 
beliefs, had to omit certain books from Holy Scripture—the 
deuterocanonical books, or the Old Testament Apocrypha. They did this 
for purely doctrinal reasons.  
 
In response, the Roman Catholic Church held an official council at the city 
of Trent which made certain pronouncements about the canon. They 
stipulated that the deuterocanonical books, or the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, were indeed part of the canon of Scripture. Anathemas, or 
divine curses, were directed at those who rejected their pronouncements. 
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This brings us to our final argument of Roman Catholics. When the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha are rightly studied and understood they 
fit into a consistent pattern of teaching with the rest of the Bible as well as 
the teachings of the church.  
 
Therefore, they consider that we have every good reason to receive these 
works as canonical Scripture and to believe and obey the things taught 
therein.  
 
This sums up the general flow of the arguments which the Roman Catholic 
Church puts forward for the inclusion of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
into the canon of Scripture. 
 
The Roman Catholic Church Claims That It Has The  
Authority To Determine The Limits Of Scripture 
 
There is one more point that we must emphasize before we look at the 
Roman Catholic arguments in some detail.  
 
When all is said and done, the Roman Catholic Church believes that it is 
the final authority on all matters of faith and practice—whatever it says is 
final. Therefore, the matter is not up for debate because the church has 
made its infallible decision.  
 
It is claimed that this has been the historical view of the church. Indeed, it 
is argued that the consistent testimony of the early church fathers is that 
they believed the church has the final say in all matters. This includes the 
extent of the canon of Scripture.  
 
Therefore, we should follow this ancient teaching and allow the church to 
have the final word as to which books belong in Scripture and which books 
do not. 
 
Whereas Protestants believe that the Bible alone is the ultimate test of all 
truth, the Roman Church believes that it determines what is true and what 
is not true. In effect, this makes the Roman Church a higher authority than 
Scripture. It alone has the last word on all matters in which it speaks. 
Consequently, if the Roman Church declares these books to be Scripture, 
then they are Scripture. End of story. 
 
Indeed, the Roman Catholic Church teaches that two councils in the late 
fourth century set down the limits of the Old Testament canon. These were 
the councils in the North African cities of Hippo and Carthage. Each of 
these councils recognized the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture 
along with the other thirty-nine writings. 
 
The decrees made by these councils was soon confirmed by the Bishop of 
Rome—Pope Innocent I. From that time forward, this Old Testament 
canon was universally accepted by the church. Indeed, church fathers such 
as Athanasius of Alexandria, and Cyril of Jerusalem, had previously made 
it clear in their writings that the church alone had the right to decide which 
books were part of the canon of Scripture. 
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This topic was not even debated until the Protestant Reformation in the 
16th century when Martin Luther, and others, arbitrarily rejected the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as part of Old Testament Scripture. Since this 
rejection denied the universal belief and practice of the church, the council 
of Trent met and reaffirmed what the church had always taught and 
believed. Trent issued a decree with respect to the exact limits of the Old 
Testament. If there was any question before this time, the matter was now 
once and for all settled. 
 
Consequently, the issue of the Old Testament Apocrypha ultimately comes 
down to a larger issue—who has the authority to have the final say on 
spiritual matters?  It is beyond the scope of this book to go into this 
particular subject in any detail. However, in our book, “Is The Bible The 
Authoritative Word Of God?” we look into this issue in depth.  
 
What we do in this particular book that we are now studying, is look at the 
specific arguments, both historical and theological, which each side 
presents and then make conclusions based solely upon the evidence. 
 
The Case For The Inclusion Of The Old  
Testament Apocrypha As Part Of Scripture  
 
We will now consider the Roman Catholic case for the inclusion of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. Their arguments can be listed as follows. 
 
Argument 1:  There Was No Fixed Canon In Jesus’ Day 
 
The first argument which is found in Roman Catholic discussions about 
the Old Testament Apocrypha has to do with the lack of a fixed or 
established canon in Jesus’ day. The point is that the Old Testament canon 
had to be established by the church after Jesus’ death, resurrection and 
ascension.  Their case is usually presented as follows. 
 
There Were Competing Canons Among The Jews 
 
Central to the Roman Catholic argument is that there were competing 
canons among the Jews in Jesus day. Indeed, it has been argued by some 
that there were three competing canons.  
 
The Pharisees held to one canon of Scripture which, more or less, was the 
same as the present Old Testament. However, the Jews in Alexandria, 
Egypt, as well as at Qumran, had a wider canon of Scripture which 
contained the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Finally, one of Jesus’ opponents, the Sadducees, had a much smaller canon 
than either of these groups. They only accepted the five books of Moses as 
canonical.  
 
Thus, three canons were in use at that time in history. The arguments in 
support of this theory are as follows. 
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1. There Was A Wider Canon Of Scripture At  
The Time Of Christ In Alexandria, Egypt 

 
First, it is argued that there was a wider canon of Scripture which was held 
by the Jews living in Alexandria, Egypt. This canon came into existence 
and was in use before the time of Christ. It seems that their canon 
contained more books than the limited canon which existed in the Holy 
Land.  
 
We discover this when we look at how the Scriptures were translated. 
When the Jews in Alexandria translated the Hebrew Scripture into Greek, 
two hundred years before the time of Christ, they also translated the Old 
Testament Apocrypha with the rest of sacred Scripture.  
 
The fact that the Jews of Alexandria, Egypt translated these books 
alongside the acknowledged Hebrew Scriptures shows that there was a 
larger canon in Alexandria than there was in the Holy Land.  
 
This gives ancient testimony to the canonical status of these writings—they 
were held with equal authority with the Hebrew Scripture. This was the 
status of canon before the time of Christ for the Jews. 
 
2. New Testament Writers 
 
Roman Catholics also argue that the New Testament writers accepted this 
greater Alexandrian canon as Scripture. When citing the Old Testament, 
the New Testament quotes mostly from the Septuagint which contained 
the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Therefore, it logically follows that the New Testament writers also accepted 
these writings as Holy Scripture. Since the New Testament writers accepted 
these books as divinely authoritative Scripture, then so should we. 
 
3. The Jews In The Holy Land Were More Conservative 
 
It is also argued that the Jews which lived in the Holy Land were more 
conservative with their canon than the Jews in Alexandria. Why should we 
believe them and their limited canon? They are the one who rejected Christ 
and crucified Him?  
 
If they were wrong about Him, then they also could have been wrong about 
the Old Testament canon. Why should we align ourselves with them? Thus, 
it is claimed by Roman Catholicism that the correct canon was held by the 
Jews in Alexandria, not the Jews in the Holy Land. 
 
4. The Canon Of The Sadducees Was Smaller 
 
Some Roman Catholics also bring up the canon of the Sadducees. It is 
alleged that their canon was the same as the Samaritans—they accepted 
only the five books of Moses as Holy Scripture and nothing else. 
Consequently, there seems to have been three competing canons among 
the Jews. The more fuller one in Alexandria, the lesser one among the 
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Sadducees, and one somewhere in between held by the Jews of the Holy 
Land. Whatever the case may be, the canon was certainly not settled at this 
time. 
 
New Testament Arguments For The Wider Alexandrian Canon 
 
If there were three competing canons at the time of Jesus, then which of 
the three do the New Testament writers use? Roman Catholics often argue 
that evidence from the New Testament shows that it was the greater 
Alexandrian canon which they received. 
 
1. There Are A Number Of Allusions In The New Testament 

To The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
They believe there is evidence that the New Testament writers adopted a 
wider canon. When we closely examine the New Testament, we find that 
there are a number of allusions to the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. For example, we read the following in the Book of Hebrews: 
 

Women received their loved ones back again from death. But others 
trusted God and were tortured, preferring to die rather than turn from 
God and be free. They placed their hope in the resurrection to a better 
life (Hebrews 11:35 NLT). 

 
This reference seems to be an allusion to Second Maccabees chapter seven. 
In this passage, we read of a mother saying the following to her son: 
 

Do not fear this butcher, but prove worthy of your brothers. Accept 
death, so that in God’s mercy I may get you back again along with your 
brothers (2 Maccabees 7:29 NRSV). 

 
Thus, this passage in Hebrews seems to be a clear reference to Second 
Maccabees though not a direct quote. 
 
In addition, in the first two chapters of the Book of Romans, Paul seems 
to be making allusions to the Book of Wisdom, or the Wisdom of 
Solomon, as it is also called. This gives further testimony of its authoritative 
status.  
 
Many other allusions of the stories from these writings can also be found 
in the New Testament. It is obvious that the New Testament writers were 
familiar with the Old Testament Apocrypha because of the various 
allusions to it. 
 
Indeed, we can find another example in the book of Hebrews. In it, we are 
told the following about Enoch: 
 

By faith, Enoch was taken away so that he did not experience death, 
and he was not to be found because God took him away. For prior to 
his transformation he was approved, having pleased God. (Hebrews 
11:5 CSB). 
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There is nothing in the Old Testament which says that Enoch “pleased 
God.” However, we read the following in Sirach: 
 

Enoch pleased the Lord and was taken up, an example of repentance 
to all generations (Sirach 44:16 NRSV). 

 
Consequently, the writer to the Hebrews used the words of Sirach to 
describe Enoch as one who had pleased God. These words are not found 
in the Old Testament. 
 
Therefore, we find the New Testament writers citing ideas and phrases 
from the Old Testament Apocrypha. Roman Catholics see this as the New 
Testament putting its approval on these writings. 
 
2. Jesus Celebrated The Feast Of Hanukkah: A Feast  

Established At The Time Of The Maccabees  
 
Roman Catholics believe that there is further evidence that Jesus Himself 
considered the Old Testament Apocrypha as divine. The Gospel of John 
says that Jesus celebrated the feast, or festival, of Hanukkah. We read in 
John’s gospel:  
 

Then the Festival of Dedication took place in Jerusalem; and it was 
winter. Jesus was walking in the temple complex in Solomon's 
Colonnade. Then the Jews surrounded Him and asked, “How long are 
You going to keep us in suspense? If You are the Messiah, tell us 
plainly” (John 10:22-24 CSB). 

  
This feast, or festival, of dedication was established during the time of the 
Maccabees. First century writer, Flavius Josephus, called it the “Feast of 
Lights.”  
 
We find references to this establishment of this feast, or festival, in First 
Maccabees 4:36-59 and 2 Maccabees 10:1-8. First Maccabees explains it 
this way: 
 

So they celebrated the dedication of the altar for eight days, and joyfully 
offered burnt offerings; they offered a sacrifice of well-being and a 
thanksgiving offering. They decorated the front of the temple with 
golden crowns and small shields; they restored the gates and the 
chambers for the priests, and fitted them with doors. There was very 
great joy among the people, and the disgrace brought by the Gentiles 
was removed. Then Judas and his brothers and all the assembly of 
Israel determined that every year at that season the days of dedication 
of the altar should be observed with joy and gladness for eight days, 
beginning with the twenty-fifth day of the month of Chislev (1 
Maccabees 4:56-59 NRSV). 

 
Here it says that Judas and his brothers, as well as all Israel, determined 
that this festival should be celebrated every year. We read the same in 
Second Maccabees. It says: 
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They decreed by public edict, ratified by vote, that the whole nation of 
the Jews should observe these days every year (2 Maccabees 10: 8 
NRSV). 

 
We find that Jesus observed this feast, which did not exist when the 
Hebrew Scriptures were written, and thus was not commanded to be 
celebrated. His observance shows that God divinely established this feast.  
 
Therefore, Jesus observed a divinely ordained institution which was 
established at the time of the Maccabees and recorded for us in First and 
Second Maccabees. 
  
In addition, in the context of celebrating this festival, Jesus claimed to be 
the One whom the Father “set apart,” and sent into the world. John 
records Him saying: 
  

If He called those to whom the word of God came ‘gods’—and the 
Scripture cannot be broken—do you say, You are blaspheming to the 
One the Father set apart and sent into the world, because I said ‘I am 
the Son of God’? (John 10:35,36 CSB). 

 
In doing so, Jesus was echoing the words of Judas Maccabeus, as recorded 
in First Maccabees, when he cleansed the temple and re-instituted the 
worship. The Jews in Jesus’ day would have understood Jesus’ reference.  
 
Therefore, from Jesus’ actions, as well as from His words, we find that the 
festival of Dedication, as commanded in the books of the Maccabees, had 
a divine origin. According to the Roman Catholic way of viewing the 
evidence, this gives further testimony to the authority of these books. 
 
3. The New Testament May Directly  

Quote The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
Not only does the New Testament allude to the Old Testament Apocrypha 
on a number of occasions, some Roman Catholics contend that the New 
Testament may directly quote the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
There are two instances where the New Testament seemingly directly 
quotes from these writings. In the first instance, the Gospel of Mark seems 
to quote from Sirach. The reference is as follows: 
 

[Jesus said] You know the commandments: Do not murder; do not 
commit adultery; do not steal; do not bear false witness; do not 
defraud; honor your father and mother (Mark 10:19 CSB). 

 
This seems to be a citation from the following passage in Sirach. It reads: 
 

My child, do not cheat the poor of their living, and do not keep needy 
eyes waiting (Sirach 4:1 NRSV). 
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The phrase that Jesus cites, “Do not defraud” or “do not cheat” is not 
found in the Ten Commandments as listed in the Old Testament but it is 
given here in Sirach. 
 
In another instance in the New Testament, Sirach is seemingly quoted 
again. Paul wrote: 
 

Nevertheless, God’s solid foundation stands firm, having this 
inscription: The Lord knows those who are His, and Everyone who 
names the name of the Lord must turn away from unrighteousness (2 
Timothy 2:19 CSB). 

 
This quotes the following passage from Sirach: 
 

Return to the Most High and turn away from iniquity, and hate intensely 
what he abhors (Sirach 17:26 NRSV). 

 
This seems to be citing Sirach. If the New Testament is citing this book as 
authoritative, then it makes the issue of its authority clear beyond any 
doubt—the New Testament writers believed this and the other books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha were part of Scripture.  
 
Indeed, they demonstrated their belief by directly citing these works as 
divinely authoritative according to the Roman Catholic perspective. 
 
4. Many Old Testament Books Are Not  

Directly Cited In The New Testament 
 
One of the arguments used against the divine authority of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha is that none of these works are directly cited in the 
New Testament. Roman Catholics say that perhaps this is true, perhaps it 
is not. 
 
However, whether the New Testament writers did, or did not, quote these 
books, Roman Catholics contend that the mere citing of the Old 
Testament Scripture does not solve anything. They say that those who 
voice this objection assume that if a book is not quoted in the New 
Testament, it must not be divinely inspired.  
 
Yet, there are several of the universally accepted Old Testament books 
which are not directly cited in the New Testament. They include Ruth, 
Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Obadiah and possibly a number of others.  
If the Old Testament Apocrypha should not be considered inspired 
because the New Testament writers did not quote from them, then neither 
should these books be considered inspired. 
 
Thus, certain Old Testament books not quoted by Jesus, or anywhere else 
in the New Testament, are still considered Scripture by Protestants. Yet, 
the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha are rejected because they are 
not quoted. This, it is argued does not make sense.  
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In fact, no branch of the Christian Church accepts only those Old 
Testament books which are quoted by the Lord Jesus. Therefore, the Old 
Testament Apocrypha should not be rejected because of lack of quotation 
in the New Testament. 
 
Furthermore, there are certain non-biblical documents which are cited by 
the New Testament writers. This includes the Book of Enoch, cited by 
Jude, as well as some heathen poets, cited by Paul. Nobody considers these 
works divinely inspired of God, yet the New Testament quotes them.  
 
Moreover, there are a few other quotations in the New Testament where 
no one knows the exact reference. Therefore, the fact that certain writings 
were cited or not cited by the New Testament authors does not prove 
whether or not they were inspired of God. It is an argument from silence. 
 
The New Testament Shows That The Old Testament  
Canon Was Not Closed At The Time Of Christ 
 
Another point that is often brought up by Roman Catholics, about the 
canon still being open, concerns evidence from the New Testament itself. 
For one thing, there are a number of places in the New Testament where 
it speaks of “prophets.”  
 
This includes people such as John the Baptist, Simeon, Barnabas, Agabus, 
Judas, Silas and even Jesus. Consequently, the prophetic gift had not 
ceased. 
 
If the prophetic gift has not ceased, then this seems to mean that the Old 
Testament canon was still open and that new writings could be added to it. 
Indeed, Peter calls the writings of Paul, “Scripture.” He wrote: 
 

Also, regard the patience of our Lord as an opportunity for salvation, 
just as our dear brother Paul, according to the wisdom given to him, 
has written to you. He speaks about these things in all his letters, in 
which there are some matters that are hard to understand. The 
untaught and unstable twist them to their own destruction, as they also 
do with the rest of the Scriptures (2 Peter 3:15,16 CSB). 

 
According to the Roman Catholic argument, the fact that the New 
Testament writers recognized that prophets still existed and that additional 
Scripture could be added shows that the canon of Scripture was not closed 
at that time as Protestants contend.  
 
Historical Evidence For A Wider Canon 
 
Apart from the New Testament evidence for the wider canon, Roman 
Catholics believe that we also have historical evidence. We can sum up their 
arguments as follows. 
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1. Books From The Old Testament Apocrypha  
Are Found Among The Dead Sea Scrolls 

 
The Essenes, who wrote the Dead Sea Scrolls, though living only a short 
distance from Jerusalem, had a broader canon than those living in 
Jerusalem. Roman Catholics note that three of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha were found with the accepted Old Testament books 
among the Dead Sea Scrolls. Two of these books, Tobit and Wisdom were 
written in Hebrew—not Greek.  
 
This shows that these Jews, who lived in the Holy Land before the time of 
Christ, used these books and considered them to be of equal value with the 
writings of Moses and the other Old Testament books. This is an indication 
to some people, that the Old Testament canon included the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. 
 
Furthermore, there were also secular texts found with the sacred scrolls. 
Since secular texts were found with the Old Testament documents, and the 
Old Testament Apocrypha, it may indicate that the idea of a closed canon 
had not been formulated at that time.  
 
2. The Jewish Council Of Jamnia Showed The Canon  

Was Still Open In The First Century 
 
This brings us to the decision of the Jews as to which canon to accept. 
While realizing that God’s written word was entrusted to the Jews, Roman 
Catholics say that God never gave the Jews a divinely inspired table of 
contents. This is why we find a number of Jewish groups, the Pharisees, 
Sadducees, and the Jews in Alexandria, Egypt arguing over the extent of 
the canon both before and after the time of Christ. 
 
Roman Catholics remind us that the books of the Old Testament were 
written over a thousand-year period. The canon, therefore, was not 
something static. The number of divinely inspired books continued to 
grow as God revealed more and more of His Word through His divinely 
chosen spokesmen—the prophets.  
 
Thus, the canon always remained open for further divine revelation. Some 
Roman Catholics insist that the threefold division of the canon into the 
Law, the Prophets, and the Writings, represents the order in which the 
books were canonized. At the time of Jesus, the Law of Moses, as well as 
the Prophets, was canonized but the third division of the canon, the 
writings, remained opened.  
 
Moreover, it is argued that in Jesus’ time, there were two groups, the 
Samaritans and Sadducees which accepted only the Law of Moses as 
divinely inspired. They did not accept either the prophets or the writings. 
On the other hand, the Pharisees accepted all of these works as Scripture. 
There were still other Jews who used the Greek version of the Old 
Testament, the Septuagint. This version contained the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. 
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Because the believers in Jesus claimed that the God of Israel had given new 
divine revelation to the world, Jewish leaders from a rabbinical school in 
Jamnia met somewhere around year 80 and, among other things, they 
discussed the canon. When the discussions were completed, the canon was 
then officially closed was for the Jews in the Holy Land but not the Jews 
in Alexandria, Egypt.  
 
The Jews in Alexandria continued to have a wider canon of Scripture. 
Therefore, this shows that the canon was not a settled issue among the 
Jews at the time of Jesus.  Thus, not only did these Jewish leaders reject the 
New Testament as further revelation from the Lord, they also rejected the 
more complete canon of the Jews in Alexandria, Egypt.  
 
Hence, the seven books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as well as 
portions of Daniel and Esther were omitted from the canon. Their canon 
was the same as the Pharisees in Jesus’ day but not the same as the 
Sadducees, Essenes, Samaritans or Alexandrian Jews.  
 
However, this still did not settle the issue for the debate about the canon. 
In fact, it continued among the Jews for the next two centuries. It is still 
not settled to this day for the Ethiopian Jews who use the same Old 
Testament as does the Roman Catholic Church.  
 
All of this makes it clear that there was no universally received canon 
among the Jews at the time of Christ. 
 
Furthermore, these are the same people who rejected Jesus Christ—their 
promised Messiah. Consequently, judgment came upon their nation for 
their unbelief. Because they rejected Christ, God rejected them. The 
authority of the Lord was now in the New Testament Church not the 
Jewish nation. Certainly, these Jewish leaders were in no position to 
determine the extent of the canon of Holy Scripture fifty years after they 
had crucified their Messiah!  
 
Roman Catholics also remind us that other important things were also 
occurring at this time. As the Christian Church began to grow, and became 
increasingly separated from Jews and Judaism, the Jews then began to 
adopt a certain set of books which they considered to be divinely inspired. 
Their decisions as to which books to choose could well have been in 
response to the rise of Christianity and their use of the Jewish translation 
of the Hebrew Old Testament into Greek—the Septuagint. We know that 
the Jews soon abandoned the Septuagint because it became the Bible for 
Christians. Their decision to reject certain books found in the Septuagint, 
and not include them in their own translations, may have been in reaction 
to the Christians. 
 
Whatever the case may be, it was in these early years of the Christian church 
that the two distinct Old Testament canons’ were adopted. The Jews did 
not adopt the Old Testament Apocrypha into their canon while the 
Christians did. The Jews may have left these writings out of the canon 
because of their lack of access to entire text of the Septuagint or to their 
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disdain of the Christians using their translation. Whatever the reason, the 
Roman Catholic Church says they left these sacred books out of the canon. 
 
3. Almost All Church Fathers Used The Septuagint 
 
There is also the testimony of the early Christians known as the “church 
fathers” as to their use of the Septuagint. Indeed, almost all of the early 
church fathers used the Septuagint as their standard form of the Old 
Testament and the evidence shows that the Septuagint included the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. Since they would have been in a better position to 
know the facts than those who lived later in history, we should accept their 
judgment.  
 
Thus, the Roman Church assumes that the usage of the Septuagint gives 
further testimony of the divine status of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
The Three Earliest Complete Greek Manuscripts  
Have The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
There is still more evidence according to the Roman Catholic viewpoint on 
the matter. The three earliest complete Greek manuscripts of the New 
Testament are Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus and Codex 
Alexandrinus. Codex Sinaiticus contains the entire New Testament in 
Greek while Vaticanus has the entire New Testament except for Hebrews 
9:15 through the Book of Revelation. Codex Alexandrinus contains the 
entire New Testament except for a few small parts which are missing. 
 
These three ancient manuscripts presently contain Greek translations of 
some of the books from the Old Testament. Consequently, they contained 
the totality of Christian Scripture—the Old and New Testament. 
 
In addition to having the books of both testaments in Greek, these three 
oldest manuscripts also contain the Old Testament Apocrypha along with 
the Old and New Testament.  
 
Moreover, the Old Testament Apocrypha is not separated from these other 
sacred books. From the Roman Catholic perspective, this shows that the 
early Christians had them as part of their Bible. 
 
Argument 2:  The Church Has Universally  

Accepted The Wider Canon 
 
This brings us to our second major point raised by Roman Catholics. 
Historically, the church, who alone has the authority to determine the 
canon, has accepted the wider Alexandrian canon which included the 
deuterocanonical books or the Old Testament Apocrypha. This has been 
the consistent practice from the beginning. 
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1. The Old Testament Apocrypha Was Part  
Of The Bible For Early Church Leaders 

 
Many of the important early church fathers accepted the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as Holy Scripture. This includes such leaders as Irenaeus, 
Cyprian and Tertullian.  
 
Since these men were leaders of the church, they would be in a position to 
know what was, and what was not, considered to be Holy Scripture.  
 
They used and cited the Old Testament Apocrypha in the same manner as 
they cited passages from the Hebrew Scripture. To them, there was no 
difference between the Old Testament Apocrypha and the divinely inspired 
Old Testament. According to the Roman Catholic Church, we should 
follow their example.   
 
2. The Authoritative Testimony Of Saint Augustine  

Concerning The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
The great church leader, Augustine of Hippo accepted the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as authoritative Scripture. In fact, he has even left us a list of 
what he believed was the extent of the Old Testament. It reads as follows: 
 

… Five books of Moses: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, 
Deuteronomy. 
One book of Joshua the son of Nun, one of Judges, one short book 
called Ruth, which seems rather to be the beginning of Kings; next, 
four books of Kings and two of Chronicles . . . 
There are other books which appear to follow no regular order, being 
connected neither with the order of the preceding books nor with one 
another, such as Job, Tobias, Esther and Judith, the two books of 
Maccabees and the two of Esdras [Ezra and Nehemiah]: these last 
seem to be rather a sequel to the continuous regular history which ends 
with the books of Kings and Chronicles. 
Next come the prophets, in which there is one book of Psalms of 
David; and three books Solomon—Proverbs, Song of Solomon, and 
Ecclesiastes. Two books indeed, one called Wisdom and the other 
Ecclesiasticus, are ascribed to Solomon because of a certain 
resemblance of style, but the most probable opinion is that they were 
written by Jesus the son of Sirach. Still they are to be numbered among 
the prophetical books, since they have won recognition as being 
authoritative. 
The remainder are the books which are strictly called the Prophets. 
There are twelve separate books of the prophets which are joined to 
one another and, having never been disjoined, are reckoned as one 
book; the names of these prophets are Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, 
Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and 
Malachi. There are four major prophets: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, and 
Ezekiel. The authority of the Old Testament is contained within the 
limits of these forty-four books (Augustine, On Christian Learning, 
2.13). 
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Augustine lists the number of books at forty-four. He acknowledges the 
standard Old Testament books plus Tobit, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Judith, 
and 1 and 2 Maccabees.  
 
Augustine accepted these books because they were in common use among 
believers. He did not make any pronouncement that was against the 
standard belief of the time. 
 
Since Protestants use the testimony of Augustine to set the limits of the 
New Testament, Roman Catholics argue that they should also use his 
testimony to set the limits of the Old Testament. 
 
3. Two Early Church Councils Accepted  

The Old Testament Apocrypha As Scripture 
 
Two early church councils, a local council of Hippo in A.D. 393, and a 
provincial council, the third council of Carthage in A.D. 397, held that the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were part of Holy Scripture. These 
seem to be the first church counsels that made any formal pronouncement 
on the canon. It is the view of the Roman Catholic Church, that in doing 
so, they were merely reflecting the belief at that time.   
 
4. The Pope Confirmed The Pronouncements Of The  

Councils Regarding The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
In the year A.D. 405, Pope Innocent I included the Old Testament 
Apocrypha with the rest of the Old Testament in a letter which he 
addressed to Exuperius, the bishop of Toulouse.  
 
In A.D. 419, the Sixth Council of Carthage confirmed the ruling of the 
Third Council of Carthage concerning the canonicity of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. They were to be grouped with the rest of Scripture. 
 
This gives further testimony of the general acceptance of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha at that time. According to Roman Catholicism, 
those who had the God-given authority to make such decisions universally 
recognized the Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. 
 
5. Protestants Removed The Old Testament  

Apocrypha For Doctrinal Reasons 
 
At the Church Councils at Hippo (393) and Carthage (397, 419), the leaders 
endorsed what had become the general consensus of the Church in the 
Western part of the Empire and in most of the Eastern part of the empire. 
Their decisions became the practice of the church.  
 
However, what had been decided eleven and a half centuries earlier, and 
was the common practice of all believers, was being challenged by 
Protestantism in the 16th century. The Roman Catholic Church claims that 
the Protestants purposely deleted seven books from the Old Testament 
canon as well as taking away portions from two other books— Daniel and 
Esther. According to Rome, the Protestants did this for doctrinal reasons. 
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It is alleged that Martin Luther and the other Protestant Reformers 
removed the Old Testament Apocrypha from the Old Testament Scripture 
because these writings disagreed with certain doctrines which the 
Reformers taught. These doctrines which the Roman Catholic Church held 
and the reformers rejected concerns teachings such as praying for the dead, 
the intercession of dead saints for believers, as well as the intercession of 
angels.  
 
Second Maccabees, it is claimed, teaches that believers should pray for the 
dead and the Book of Tobit teaches that angels deliver the prayers of the 
saints to the Lord. 
 
Some Passages Are Quoted In The Book Of Revelation 
 
What is ironic, according to Romanism, is that the passages in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, which teach these doctrines, are actually quoted in 
the New Testament. For example, in the Book of Revelation, we read of 
the seven spirits. It says: 
 

John: To the seven churches in the province of Asia. Grace and peace 
to you from the One who is, who was, and who is coming; from the 
seven spirits before His throne (Revelation 1:4 CSB). 

 
Later in the Book of Revelation, John writes of an angel offering the 
prayers of the saints: 
 

Another angel, with a gold incense burner, came and stood at the altar. 
He was given a large amount of incense to offer with the prayers of all 
the saints on the gold altar in front of the throne. The smoke of the 
incense, with the prayers of the saints, went up in the presence of God 
from the angel’s hand (Revelation 8:3-4 CSB). 

 
This seems to be referring to the statement of Raphael as found in the 
Book of Tobit. He said: 
 

I am Raphael, one of the seven holy angels who present the prayers of 
the saints and enter into the presence of the glory of the Holy One 
(Tobit 12:15). 

 
In this instance, the angel Raphael presents the prayers of Tobit and Sarah 
to God. This is an example of “intercessory prayer” on behalf of angels. 
This is in contrast to the idea of people praying directly to God without the 
need of an intercessor. 
 
In another instance, when Paul writes to the Corinthians, he has in mind a 
passage from Second Maccabees. He wrote: 
 

Otherwise what will they do who are being baptized for the dead? If 
the dead are not raised at all, then why are people baptized for them? 
(1 Corinthians 15:29 CSB). 

 
This reflects what is taught in the Book of Second Maccabees. It says: 
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For if he were not expecting that those who had fallen would rise again, 
it would have been superfluous and foolish to pray for the dead (2 
Maccabees 12:44 NRSV).   

 
While this statement of Paul in First Corinthians is one of the most difficult 
in the New Testament for Protestants to interpret, Roman Catholics say 
that it is not difficult for them or for Roman Catholic theology. According 
to Romanism, this passage teaches that members of the early church prayed 
for the souls of the dead as well as suffering or afflicting themselves on 
behalf of these dead saints. It is aiding another person who is dead.  
 
They know this because, in the Bible, the phrase, “to be baptized” is often 
used as a metaphor for suffering. There are examples of this in Matthew 
3:11, Mark 10:38-39, Luke 3:16, and Luke 12:50.  
 
Therefore, according to this passage, some people on the earth are praying 
and suffering for those who are dead.  
 
If baptism is referring to suffering, then who is suffering in this instance? 
Rome says that we know that those in heaven do not need prayer for their 
suffering, for there is no suffering in heaven. Those who are in hell cannot 
benefit from any prayers concerning their suffering so these prayers are not 
for their behalf. 
 
Therefore, Romanism believes that the passage must be referring to those 
who are in purgatory. According to Roman Catholic theology, purgatory is 
a place between earth and heaven where the righteous suffer, or are purged 
of their sins, before they are able to enter heaven.  
 
Roman Catholics say this passage speaks of purgatory. Otherwise, it makes 
no sense that people would pray or suffer for the dead. If this is true, then 
it contradicts the Protestant doctrine of justification by faith alone as well 
as supporting the idea of a purgatory.  
 
According to Roman Catholicism, the irony of all this is as follows: when 
the New Testament is virtually quoting these passages from the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, it is teaching doctrines which Protestantism rejects!  
They argue that this is one of the main reasons as to why these writings 
were demoted to a secondary status—the Old Testament Apocrypha was 
teaching things contrary to what Luther and the Reformers were saying.   
 
In fact, Romanism says that Luther was not satisfied is aiming his attacks 
at the Old Testament Apocrypha. He also attacked books from the 
acknowledged Hebrew canon such as Job, Jonah, Ecclesiastes, and Esther. 
Add to this, Luther also spoke out against certain New Testament books 
such as Hebrews, James, Jude and Revelation. Romanists claim that that he 
wanted to make the Bible fit his own unique beliefs. 
 
Thus, it is contended that Martin Luther made the break from the Roman 
Catholic Church because of his own peculiar developments of the doctrine 
of salvation by “faith alone.” This led the Protestant Reformers to attack 
any biblical book which did not support this view and they did stop not 
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with the Old Testament. However, they did not have much success in 
ridding the New Testament canon of these books.  
 
Yet, they were more successful when it came to the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. Though some of the churches of the reformation included the 
Old Testament Apocrypha as part of Scripture, others did not. According 
to the point of view of Rome, this tinkering with the canon of Scripture by 
Protestants forced the church to formally recognize what had been 
traditionally believed, and hardly ever questioned—the status of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha.   
 
The Council Of Trent Authoritatively Officially Declared The Old 
Testament Apocrypha As Scripture (1546-1563) 
 
Because the Roman Catholic Church was faced with a challenge to Holy 
Scripture, God’s authoritative Word, they assert that a strong response had 
to be made to those who were denying the canonical status of certain 
books.  
 
In response to the Protestant Reformers, the Roman Catholic Council of 
Trent met from the years, 1545-1563. The Council of Trent, in their 
response to the Protestant Reformation, officially pronounced these books 
canonical. The council made their feelings clear. They said: 
 

If anyone.…should not accept the said books previously listed 
including Tobias, Judith, Jeremiah with Baruch, Wisdom, 
Ecclesiasticus, the two books of Machabees, the first and the second 
as sacred and canonical, entire with all their parts, as they are wont to 
be read in the Catholic Church, and as they are contained in the Old 
Latin Vulgate edition and if both knowingly and deliberately, he should 
condemn the aforesaid traditions, let him be anathema.  

 
Since the Roman Catholic Church believes that God has given it the final 
authority in all matters of belief and practice, this pronouncement settles 
the issue. The Old Testament Apocrypha are part of Holy Scripture. 
 
The First Vatican Council Reaffirmed The Decision Of Trent About 
The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
The first Vatican council, a gathering of Roman Catholic leaders, met in 
1869-1870. This meeting is also known as Vatican I. They reaffirmed the 
decision about the Old Testament Apocrypha that was made at the Council 
of Trent. This remains the position of the Roman Church to this day. 
 
Therefore, with respect to the status of the Old Testament Apocrypha, it 
is clear that the Roman Catholic Church believes that the evidence is clearly 
in its favor. The Old Testament Apocrypha are part of Holy Scripture and 
all people should recognize this. 
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There Is Non-Roman Catholic Usage  
Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
There is also something else which should be considered—the use of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha by those who are not Roman Catholic. The 
Greek Orthodox Church, the Russian Orthodox Church, as well as other 
ancient Christian communities accept these books as authoritative 
Scripture.  
 
For example, the Greek Orthodox Church in two decisions, one in Jassy 
in 1642 and another in Jerusalem in 1672, officially declared the Septuagint 
plus as genuine parts of Scripture. The Septuagint is the authorized version 
of the Eastern Orthodox Church. They not only accept the Old Testament 
Apocrypha of the Roman Catholic Church, they also include the books of 
First Esdras, Second Esdras and Third Maccabees as part of Scripture. 
 
The Anglican Church also gives some status to the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. In Anglican churches, these books are read with the Old and 
New Testament in public worship. This demonstrates the importance they 
give to those sacred writings. 

 
The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha Are Included In Many 
Non-Roman Catholic Bible Translations 
 
Many Protestant Bibles have been printed with the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. This includes the Coverdale Bible in 1535, Matthew’s Bible in 
1537, Taverner’s Bible in 1539, the Geneva Bible in 1539, and the Great 
Bible in 1560. Indeed, the original printing of the King James Version of 
1611 printed the Old Testament Apocrypha between the two Testaments.  
 
Roman Catholics point out that the practice of collecting these books into 
a separate unit dates back no further than the year 1520. Thus, the 
separating of these books from the other holy writings was an invention of 
Protestantism. 
 
There is something else. In the first edition of the Bishops’ Bible printed 
in 1568, the Old Testament Apocrypha is printed separate from the Old 
Testament but with nothing stated to indicate the difference between their 
status and that of the canonical Hebrew Scripture.  
 
In other words, this Protestant translation, which was done by several 
bishops of the Church of England under the direction of Queen 
Elizabeth’s Archbishop, Matthew Parker, makes no distinction between 
the Hebrew canon and the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
This is even more significant because the Bishops’ Bible was basis of the 
King James Version. The King James Version was not a new translation of 
the Bible but merely a revision of the Bishops’ Bible.  
 
Therefore, the version from which the King James translators used to make 
their own revision did not acknowledge any difference between these 
books. 
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Lest we think this is only ancient usage among Protestants, the books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha are also printed with modern Protestant 
English translations such as in the Revised English Bible in 1989, and the 
New Revised Standard Version also printed in 1989. This obviously shows 
that non-Catholics consider these writings valuable. 
 
Argument 3:  Rightly Interpreted The Old Testament 

Apocrypha Is Consistent With Other 
Scripture 

 
This brings us to our final point used by Roman Catholic defenders. They 
contend that the Old Testament Apocrypha, rightly interpreted, is 
absolutely consistent with the rest of Scripture, as well as the historic 
teachings of the church. We will provide a couple of illustrations. 
 
1. Rome Says Protestants Wrongly Interpret Judith And Tobit 
 
One example, that is often cited, is the fact that Protestants correctly point 
out there are a number of historical and geographical errors in the Old 
Testament Apocryphal books of Judith and Tobit. Nobody denies this. 
Roman Catholics contend that there is no problem with this because these 
books are not meant to be understood as historical narratives. They are 
much the same as the parables of Jesus—stories given to us to teach 
valuable lessons.  
 
While nobody expects Jesus’ parables, such as the Good Samaritan, to 
relate to actual historical events, why should we expect these writings, 
which are attempting to accomplish a similar purpose, to be historically 
accurate? This was not the purpose of the writer.  
 
Therefore, to exclude Tobit and Judith from the canon because of 
historical errors is not logical. 
 
2. Roman Catholicism Has Been Consistent All Along 
 
This brings up our final point. The Roman Catholics insist that their 
position is consistent with respect to the facts when the evidence is fairly 
examined. They often accuse Protestants of either misrepresenting the 
facts of history or not simply knowing them.  
 
However, when all the facts are in, they assert that the Roman Catholic 
position on the canon of Scripture will be shown to be correct. Therefore, 
it is the responsibility of everyone to know the facts. 
 
Conclusion: Romanism Says: It Is Either  

The Roman Catholic Position Or Chaos 
 
There is one last argument on this issue that Roman Catholicism makes. 
They assert that the question of the canonicity of the Bible can be simply 
stated as follows. Either the infallible Roman Catholic Church has absolute 
authority to decide the issue, or we are in absolute chaos in attempting to 
define the limits of the canon. The church, and the world, is left with no 
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final authority to tell us which books belong in the canon and which do 
not. Therefore, according to Rome, we need the infallible Roman Church 
to tell everyone the exact extent of the canon of Scripture.  
 
When all is said and done, Roman Catholic doctrine says that the one 
criterion that should be used to decide this issue is the infallible decision of 
the church. In the end, this is all that really matters according to Rome. 
 
This sums up the Roman Catholic position with respect to the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. 
 
While these arguments of Roman Catholicism may seem to be impressive, 
a close look at the evidence will show that none of them will stand up to 
close scrutiny.  
 
The books which the Roman Church calls the deuterocanonical writings 
have no right whatsoever to be placed with Old Testament Scripture. Our 
next three questions will address this issue. 
 
Summary To Question 4  
Why Does The Roman Catholic Church Accept The Books Of  
The Old Testament Apocrypha As Holy Scripture? 
 
The extent of the Old Testament canon is an issue which divides Roman 
Catholics and Protestants. Roman Catholics believe that Protestants have 
deleted certain books from the Old Testament while Protestants believe 
that Roman Catholics have incorrectly added these books. Obviously, 
someone has to be wrong on this issue. 
 
The Roman Catholic argument can be simply stated as follows. The Old 
Testament canon was not closed at the time of Christ—the possibility 
existed for more books to be added. Furthermore, there were at least three 
different canons circulating at that time—one of the Sadducees, another of 
the Pharisees, and yet another of the Jews in Alexandria, Egypt. Therefore, 
there was no authoritative canon of Scripture which existed to which all 
parties agreed upon. 
 
After Christ died and rose again, a New Testament was given to the world. 
This being the case, some authoritative decision had to be made with 
respect to the limits of the Old Testament.  
 
Since the Jews were no longer in a position to do so, having rejected Christ 
as their Savior, it was up to the church to authoritatively decide which 
books belonged in the Old Testament canon. It made the infallible decision 
to include in the Old Testament the books that make up the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, or the deuterocanonical books, as they call them. These works, 
along with the thirty-nine other writings that Protestants and Catholics 
both agree upon, make up the divinely inspired Old Testament. 
 
The history of the church bears this out. These books were considered to 
be divinely inspired and authoritative throughout church history. It was not 
until the Protestant Reformation that any real dispute emerged.  
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Luther and the Reformers denied certain practices of the church. They said 
these beliefs and practices came from books which were not part of the 
Old Testament canon—the Old Testament Apocrypha. In response, an 
authoritative council met at Trent and infallibly pronounced the books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture.  
 
Roman Catholics also contend that when all the evidence is examined, 
these books teach doctrines which are consistent with the rest of Scripture 
as well as with the historic teachings of the church. Therefore, we have 
every reason to accept these writings as true.  
 
Finally, the Roman Catholic Church believes that it has the sole right to 
determine this issue. Since it is God’s infallible voice on the earth, whatever 
it says, goes. The Church has declared these books are part of Holy 
Scripture. This declaration solves the issue once and for all.  
 
Protestants deny these Roman Catholic claims. They do not believe that 
there were competing canons at the time of Christ. Neither do they believe 
that the canon was still open—it had been settled for four centuries before 
the time of Christ. Furthermore, the history of the church does not bear 
out the Roman Catholic contention that the church has always accepted 
these books as divinely inspired Scripture.  
 
Finally, they reject the idea that the doctrines and practices that are found 
in the Old Testament Apocrypha are consistent with Scripture. In fact, 
some of them are in direct contradiction.  
 
In our next three questions, we will present the Protestant response in great 
detail. It will demonstrate that the evidence is not on the side of the Roman 
Catholic Church and its claims. 
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Question 5 
 

Did The Ancient Jews, Jesus, And His Disciples 
Have A Fixed Canon Of Scripture 

Or Was The Canon Still Open? 
 
The Old Testament Apocrypha consists of eleven or twelve books, or parts 
of books, depending upon how they are divided, which the Roman 
Catholic Church, as well as other ancient Christian communities, add to 
the Old Testament. When added to the Old Testament Scripture, they 
make seven new books as well as adding chapters to two existing books—
Daniel and Esther. 
 
The Greek Orthodox Church as well as the Russian Orthodox Church 
adds three other writings which neither the Protestants, the Jews, nor the 
Roman Catholics, consider to be divinely inspired Scripture. These three 
writings are added to the Old Testament as three additional books.  
 
This question will concentrate upon solely upon the writings which the 
Roman Catholic Church accepts. The arguments used against them will 
also apply to these other three works accepted by the Greek Orthodox and 
Russian Orthodox Church. 
 
1. The Roman Catholic Teaching 
 
The Roman Catholic Church officially teaches that the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, or deuterocanonical works as they call them, are part of sacred 
Scripture. On the other hand, Protestants and Jews reject these writings as 
being divinely inspired—they do not accept them as having any authority 
whatsoever. 
 
Who is right on this issue? Do the Protestants and Jews have the correct 
Old Testament or do the Roman Catholics? Or are they both wrong and 
the Greek Orthodox and Russian Orthodox Churches have the correct 
canon? To answer this question, three basic issues have to be examined. 
 
First, did the ancient Jews, Jesus, and His disciples have a fixed canon of 
Scripture, or was the canon still open at the time of Christ?  
 
Second, has the church historically accepted a broader canon of Scripture 
which includes the Old Testament Apocrypha?  
 
Third, do the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha have the credentials 
to be considered Holy Scripture? 
 
Before we begin to answer these questions, there are three introductory 
points which we need to make. They are as follows. 
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2. The Issue Of The Extent Of The Old  
Testament Canon Is Important 

 
Contrary to what some people have said, the subject of the canon of 
Scripture is extremely important. Why is this so? This matter is critical 
because it is essential that we know the exact extent of the books which 
God has given to the human race.  
 
Indeed, for it is in these writings alone that we discover who God is, who 
we are, and what God wants from us. No other writings anywhere give us 
the answer to these questions. Therefore, it is crucial that we know which 
books are His books. 
 
Furthermore, the Roman Catholic Church, in an authoritative declaration 
at the Council of Trent, makes this issue a matter of saving faith. In other 
words, you cannot be a genuine believer if you reject their decision 
regarding these books. Indeed, they pronounced divine judgment upon all 
of those who rejected their pronouncement.   
 
In addition, there are specific doctrines that are held by the Roman Catholic 
Church which are given support by certain of the books in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. This includes such teachings as the existence of an 
actual place called purgatory, where the sins of the righteous are purged, 
and the concept of praying for the dead.  
 
Are these Roman Catholic doctrines true? Above all, where do we go to 
find out what is true and what is not? Obviously, we need some sort of 
standard by which we can answer these and other questions about Christian 
doctrine. Therefore, we need to know the extent of the biblical canon. 
 
This issue is also important because we do not want to be guilty of adding 
or subtracting to that which God has revealed. In the Book of Revelation, 
we read the following warning: 
 

I warn everyone who hears the words of the prophecy in this book: If 
anyone adds anything to this, God will strike him with the plagues that 
are written in this book. If anyone takes away any words from this 
book of prophecy, God will take away his portion of the tree of life 
and the holy city that are described in this book (Revelation 22:18,19 
God’s Word). 

 
While these verses refer specifically to the Book of Revelation, there is an 
important principle involved. We are not to add or subtract to what God 
has revealed. Roman Catholicism believes we are subtracting from 
Scripture by omitting the Old Testament Apocrypha while Protestants say 
we are adding to God’s Word by including these works as Scripture.  
 
We certainly do not want to be guilty of either. This is why we need to 
know the extent of Holy Scripture. 
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3. The Church Does Not Set The Limits Of The Canon 
 
This brings us to our next point. The extent of the canon is not something 
that the church sets or determines but rather it is something that God alone 
determines. The church can only recognize the limits of the canon. How 
does it go about doing this?  
 
It does it by looking at the evidence both biblical and historical. The right 
to determine the extent of the canon is not solved by the so-called 
authoritative claims of some religious group—the claims must be backed 
up with evidence. Claims need to be proven; not merely accepted by faith. 
 
Roman Catholics strongly disagree with this point. They believe the canon 
is set by the church alone.  
 
Yet, as we shall see, the position of the Roman Catholic Church is at odds 
with the evidence. Therefore, we have no real reason to listen to their 
claims. 
 
4. Roman Catholics And Protestants Agree The  

Canon Was Formed By Divine Inspiration 
 
There is one last thing that needs to be mentioned. The historic Christian 
position is that the books of the Old Testament were written by special 
divine inspiration. They were authoritative the moment they were written. 
All Christians agree that the Old Testament canon was formed over time 
as these books were written under the divine inspiration of God.  
 
This is not merely the Protestant view of what occurred. The Council of 
Trent and the first Vatican Council, or Vatican I, are in general agreement 
with this viewpoint. For example, Vatican I states that the books of the 
Bible are held by the church to be sacred and canonical because of the 
following: 
 

[It is] not because, having been carefully composed by mere human 
industry, they were afterwards approved by her authority, nor merely 
because they contain revelation, with no mixture of error, but because, 
having been written by the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, they have 
God for their author, and have been delivered as such to the Church 
herself (Chapter. II). 

 
According to this statement, the Scriptures are authoritative because the 
living God is the ultimate author. Consequently, we find that there is some 
common ground that Protestants and Roman Catholics have with respect 
to the composition of the Old Testament Scripture. These books were 
divinely inspired by the Lord. 
 
From the New Testament, we learn that these sacred writings were then 
recognized and accepted by the people of God from the nation Israel. Paul 
wrote to the Romans: 
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Therefore what advantage does the Jew have, or what is the value of 
circumcision? Actually, there are many advantages. First of all the Jews 
were entrusted with the oracles of God (Romans 3:1-2 NET). 

 
The question, therefore, remains. Which books were divinely inspired and 
recognized by God’s people and which were rejected?  What is the extent 
of the Old Testament canon? 
 
How We Will Answer The Roman Catholic Claims 
 
As we mentioned earlier, we will divide our response to the Roman 
Catholic claims by examining three specific areas of dispute. They include: 
(1) was the canon closed in the first century A.D., at the time of Jesus, or 
was it still open? (2) how has the Christian Church historically viewed the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha? and (3) how do the books of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha match up with the teachings of Scripture and 
the facts of history?  Do these books have the credentials of Holy 
Scripture? 
 
Thus, our first question will look at the attitude of the ancient Jews, Jesus, 
and the New Testament writers with respect to the canon of Scripture and 
the Old Testament Apocrypha. Did they have a closed canon of Scripture, 
where no books could be added, or did they have an open canon? If they 
had a closed canon, did it include the Old Testament Apocrypha?   
 
Our next question will consider how the church has historically treated 
these apocryphal books. Did they always regard them as canonical and 
authoritative or was there some question about their status?  
 
Our final question will see if the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
have the credentials to be called Holy Scripture. 
 
We will conclude that the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha have no 
right whatsoever to belong as part as Holy Scripture. As we answer each of 
these questions in detail, the reasons why we reach this conclusion will 
become obvious. 
 
Issue 1: The Roman Catholic Claims There Was No  
Fixed Canon Of Scripture At The Time Of Christ 
 
As we noted in our previous question, some Roman Catholics argue that 
there was no fixed canon of Old Testament Scripture at the time of Jesus 
Christ which contained only the present thirty-nine books that are found 
in the Protestant Old Testament. They argue that the canon was still open, 
and thus the status of a number of books was still uncertain.  
 
Furthermore, some Roman Catholics contend that there was a larger canon 
of Scripture in Alexandria, Egypt than the one used in the more 
conservative Holy Land. Though certain Jews in the Holy Land may have 
used a more conservative canon, it is contended that there is evidence from 
the New Testament that Jesus and His apostles accepted this wider canon 
of Scripture.  
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In addition, some Roman Catholics argue that there was an even smaller 
canon used by certain opponents of Jesus—the Sadducees. Therefore, the 
Old Testament canon was not settled until after the time of Christ. While 
the Jews attempted to settle the canon at the council of Jamnia, the canon 
was actually settled by the only people who had God’s authority at that 
time—the Roman Catholic Church. 
 
This is how the issue is argued by many Roman Catholics and we will 
address their arguments. However, we must point out that a number of 
Roman Catholic sources do not contend that there were competing canons 
at the time of Christ. They rightly acknowledge that Jesus, as well as the 
first-century Jews, all recognized the same canon of Scripture which did 
not include the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Some who hold this view say that the matter still had to be officially settled 
and it was the Roman Church who did this. When the church settled the 
issue, they added these writings to the canon of Scripture. Basically, they 
are arguing that the church has the right to add these books from the Old 
Testament Apocrypha to Scripture contrary to the practice of Jesus or the 
first-century Jews.  
 
The question we will now address looks at the arguments of those who do 
not accept the idea that the canon was still closed—they believe the issue 
had not been settled in Jesus’ day.  
 
In our book, Is the Bible The Ultimate Source of Authority? we answer those 
who hold the position that the Roman Church has the right to make the 
final decisions on all spiritual matters regardless of the evidence. 
 
Response To The Roman Catholic Claims 
 
It is of the utmost importance that we know whether the Old Testament 
canon was closed at the time of Jesus. Had it been completely formed? If 
the canon had not been completely formed, then the determination would 
have to be left up to the church to decide the extent of the Old Testament 
Scripture. 
 
To begin with, we need to discover the view of the ancient Jews, Jesus, and 
the apostles with respect to the contents and limits to the Old Testament 
canon of Scripture.  
 
Contrary to the claim of some Roman Catholics, there is no evidence 
whatsoever that any Jews, at any time or in any place, accepted the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture.  
 
Furthermore, from every source we possess, we find that there was a fixed 
or closed canon of Scripture before the time of Jesus with well-known 
limits.  Though the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were written 
by Jews, and for Jews, the Jews have never considered them to be divinely 
inspired. On the contrary, the Jews have always denied their authority. A 
number of points need to be made. 

 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 56 

There Were No Competing Canons In The First Century A.D. 
 
The first thing which must be noted is that there were no competing 
canons among the Jews in the first century A.D. Therefore, there was no 
need for any council, either Jewish or Christian, to meet and settle the issue. 
The evidence for this can be stated as follows. 
 
1. There Was No Greater Alexandrian Canon 
 
It has been argued that the canon of the Alexandrian Jews was larger than 
the canon used by the Jews in the Holy Land. Their canon included the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. However, there is no evidence of this 
whatsoever.   
 
2. No Canonical List Exists From Alexandria Egypt  
 
To begin with, there is the problem of a lack of a list from the Jews in 
Alexandria. Nowhere do we have any canonical list from Alexandria, Egypt 
from before the time of Christ or shortly after it. Therefore, we have no 
evidence that the Jews in Alexandria held to a wider canon of Scripture. 
Since they left us with no canonical list, any theory that the Jews in 
Alexandria had a wider canon, which included the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, is mere speculation. It is based upon no documented evidence.  
 
While the Jews in Alexandria were more influenced by Greek thought than 
the Jews in the Holy Land, there is no reason to believe that this extended 
to their view of the Old Testament canon. There is no proof they were 
more likely to expand the canon or that they did expand the canon. None. 
 
3. Philo Of Alexandria Had The Same  

Canon As The Palestinian Jews 
 
From the evidence we do have, we find that the Jews in Alexandria used 
the same canon as the Jews in the Holy Land and this canon did not contain 
the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Philo of Alexandria, a Jewish writer who lived in the first century A.D., 
wrote voluminously on a number of subjects. He acknowledged that the 
Jews believed in the divine authority of the Hebrew canon.  
 
However, he gave no indication that there was a wider canon used by the 
Jews living in Egypt.  
 
From Philo, we find that the canon in Alexandria, Egypt was the same as 
in the Holy Land. He knows of the division of the Old Testament into the 
Law and the Prophets and ascribes divine inspiration to many of the 
individual books. While he did not leave us with a list of canonical books, 
the various books which he mentioned as divinely inspired is identical to 
the Hebrew canon  
 
However, Philo says absolutely nothing about the canonicity of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha though he was aware of their existence. His 
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testimony is consistent with everything else we know of the Jews and their 
beliefs—they all accepted the same canon of Scripture.  
 
4. The Prologue To Sirach, Written In Egypt Ignores  

The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
There is something else. The prologue to the Book of Sirach, or 
Ecclesiasticus, was written about 138 B.C. The prologue specifically states 
that it was written in Egypt. Though composed in Egypt, it accepts only 
the traditional books of the Old Testament as Holy Scripture, the Law and 
the Prophets, not the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
In fact, the writer makes the distinction between the Law and the Prophets 
and all other writings. If there were a wider canon in Alexandria, this writer 
would have certainly known of it. Yet he does not assume the existence of 
such a canon which contained these extra books. 
 
5. The Original Contents Of The Septuagint Are Unknown 
 
The Septuagint translation, which was completed in Alexandria Egypt, 
supposedly shows that the Alexandrian Jews had a wider canon than the 
Jews elsewhere—since they translated the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha along with the canonical books. Yet this argument does not 
logically follow for a number of reasons.  
 
To begin with, we do not know the contents of the Septuagint before the 
time of Christ. While some of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
eventually found their way into copies of the Septuagint translation, there 
is no evidence that these books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were in 
the Septuagint as early as the time of Christ.  
 
In fact, the earliest manuscripts that contain some of these apocryphal 
books with the Septuagint date back to the fourth century A.D. This does 
not demonstrate that the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were part 
of the Septuagint translation in pre-Christian times. No one knows the 
exact contents of the Septuagint before the time of Christ. Indeed, we do 
not have any evidence the Old Testament Apocrypha were part of the 
original Septuagint translation.  
 
Furthermore, it must be remembered that these earliest manuscripts of the 
Septuagint were produced by Christians living six hundred years after the 
translation was made. Thus, there is no clear answer as to what the first-
century Septuagint contained.  
 
Add to this, the fourth or fifth century Greek manuscripts, in which some 
of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha appear, have no consistency 
with the number of books or their order.  
 
Therefore, the fact that the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha are 
found in some later manuscripts of the Septuagint translation does not 
prove anything.  
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The reality is that the Alexandrian Jews translated other religious material 
into Greek, apart from the Old Testament Scripture. This does not in any 
way indicate that they considered these other writings to be canonical. As 
we have seen, there is no evidence that they placed these works with the 
canonical writings. Therefore, the fact that these books were translated in 
the same era between the testaments has nothing to do with their status. A 
Greek translation of a book is not the same thing as a book being part of 
the original Hebrew canon.  
 
Furthermore, it seems that some of the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha were not originally written in Hebrew and then translated into 
Greek—they were originally composed in Greek. Therefore, it would be 
incorrect to say that they were part of the Septuagint translation. 
Consequently, the Septuagint translation, as we now have it in the earliest 
manuscripts, does not help us solve the issue of the extent of the canon. 
 
6. Greek-Speaking Christians Gave Some Authority  

To The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
It must be remembered that it was not the Jews in Egypt, who gave some 
measure of authoritative status to these books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, but rather it was certain Greek-speaking Christians. To the 
Jews, these books were never considered divinely inspired Scripture. And 
unquestionably they would be in a position to know which writings were, 
and which writings were not, authoritative Scripture. It would not be 
certain Christians living six hundred years after the translation was made. 
 
To sum up, there is no evidence anywhere that the Alexandrian Jews 
accepted the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture. To the contrary, 
all the evidence indicates they held to the same books as the Jews in the 
Holy Land.  
 
The Jews in Alexandria give no list of Scripture and Philo, the Jewish writer 
who lived in Alexandria, gives no indication of a wider canon in use. The 
Septuagint translation is of no help in deciding this matter.  
 
Consequently, the theory that the canon of the Alexandrian Jews contained 
the Old Testament Apocrypha, and was in competition with the canon in 
the Holy Land, has no evidence to support it. 
 
7. There Was No Competing Canon From The Sadducees 
 
Not only was there no competing canon of Scripture from the Jews in 
Alexandria, Egypt, there was no competing canon among Jesus’ 
opponents—the Sadducees. It has been alleged that the canon of the 
Sadducees included only the Law of Moses.  
 
However, this is not the case. They accepted the same canon of Scripture 
as the Pharisees, Jesus, and all the other Jews living at that time.  In a 
nutshell, here is the answer. 
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Some of the Sadducees in the third century after Christ did join a sect of 
the Samaritans. In doing so, they rejected all of Holy Scripture except for 
the writings of Moses—Genesis through Deuteronomy.  
 
Yet, the evidence shows that in the first century A.D., the Sadducees were 
united with all Jewish sects in that they received and valued the same 
writings as Holy Scripture. We know this from a number of sources. 
 
The evidence from first-century writer Flavius Josephus, along with the 
evidence from the New Testament itself makes this clear. It shows that the 
Sadducees, while disagreeing with the Pharisees over the interpretation of 
certain doctrines—the nature of angels and the resurrection from the 
dead—did not disagree with them as to the extent of the Old Testament 
canon.  
 
Indeed, this is made clear when the Magi came to Jerusalem to discover 
where the Christ had been born. The priests, who were mostly of the party 
of the Sadducees, told King Herod that the Scripture said the Christ was 
to be born in Bethlehem.  
 
This “Scripture” which they cited was from the prophet Micah—not from 
the Law of Moses. Consequently, to them, Scripture consisted of more 
than the Law of Moses.  
 
The fact that the Sadducees, at the time of Christ, had been in charge of 
the temple archives for over a century is another indication that they 
accepted the same writings as divinely inspired Scripture. They were the 
custodians of the Scripture.  
 
Later in the first century, the Jewish writer Flavius Josephus tells us that all 
Jews accepted only twenty-two books as Holy Scripture. This, of course, 
would include the Sadducees who were keepers of the temple archives.  
 
Therefore, the testimony from the Sadducees reveals that the canon of 
Scripture was agreed upon by all first-century Jewish groups—no matter 
what their other differences of belief may have been. 
 
Conclusion: All Of Judaism Had The Same Canon 
 
There were no competing canons among the Jews in the first-century A.D. 
Those in Alexandria, Egypt held to the same canon of Scripture as those 
in the Holy Land. This includes all sects of Judaism: Pharisees, Sadducees, 
and Essenes. To the Jews, the extent of the canon was clear. 

 
The Old Testament Canon Was Closed Four Centuries Before The 
Time Of Christ With Known Contents 
 
This brings us to our next point which is all-important. Every piece of 
evidence that we possess indicates the Old Testament canon had been 
closed in actual practice for about four centuries before the time of Christ. 
This can be seen by either explicit or implicit statements in the various 
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writings which have survived. Furthermore, the content of this canon was 
well-known. We can chronicle the evidence as follows. 
 
1. The Book Of Jesus Ben Sirach, Ecclesiasticus (196-175 B.C) 
 
We begin by going back some two hundred years before the time of Christ 
to the writings of Jesus son of Sirach—one of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. We learn a number of valuable things from 
examining this work.  
 
First, we find that this writer knew of a distinct collection of books which 
he considered to be canonical or divinely authoritative. Not only was he 
familiar with these sacred writings, he was constantly quoting them as 
authoritative. Thus, we discover from Sirach that a canon of Scripture 
existed at his time. 
 
There is also evidence that Ben Sirach knew of a completed canon of 
Scripture that is identical with our present Old Testament canon.  
 
In a long section where Ben Sirach praises his ancient ancestors, he begins 
by praising Enoch, whose story is found in the Book of Genesis, and he 
finishes his summary with the praise of Nehemiah.  
 
The Book of Genesis is the first book of the Old Testament while 
Nehemiah represents the period in which the last books were written. This 
includes Ezra/Nehemiah, Chronicles, and the writings of some of the 
Minor Prophets such as Malachi. 
 
In effect, Ben Sirach is giving us the extent of the Old Testament canon. 
By ending the praise of his ancestors with Nehemiah, Ben Sirach is 
demonstrating that biblical history, as well as the sacred writings, was 
closed at that time in history—in the Persian period. This is evidence that 
the canon was closed somewhere around 400 B.C. 
 
Furthermore, as we carefully examine the characters which Ben Sirach 
mentions, as well as his quotations and allusions of Scripture, we discover 
that the collection of books he considers to be sacred is identical to the 
Hebrew canon.  
 
Indeed, the only Old Testament book which Ben Sirach does not 
specifically mention is the Book of Ruth. However, Ruth may have been 
attached to the Book of Judges at that time in history. Thus, Ben Sirach 
not only testifies to a divinely inspired canon, the content of his canon 
matches our present Old Testament! 
 
What is even more enlightening is that Sirach does not mention any of the 
writings of the Old Testament Apocrypha. It is possible that three of the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha, Tobit, Judith, and Baruch, had 
been written before the time of Ben Sirach. Yet, he mentions none of them 
or any of the characters unique to them. This is further evidence the canon 
did not include these writings. 
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In addition, Sirach also makes the distinction between his writings and the 
sacred ones. He says what he wrote poured forth from his own mind. He 
does not claim divine inspiration. He said: 
 

Instruction in understanding and knowledge I have written in this 
book, Jesus son of Eleazar son of Sirach of Jerusalem, whose mind 
poured forth wisdom (Sirach 50:47 NRSV). 

 
Thus, in Ben Sirach, there is no claim of divine inspiration or that the word 
of the Lord came uniquely unto him. While he testifies to a collection of 
sacred writings, he did not consider his own work to be a part of that 
collection.  
 
In fact, he was more of an imitator of Scripture—one who adapted the 
Holy writings to teach wisdom. Consequently, his work should not be 
considered part of the canon of Scripture. 
 
Thus, from the Book of Ben Sirach we find that a canon existed which had 
been closed some two centuries before he wrote in 200 B.C. This canon 
contained the exact same books as our present Old Testament. It did not 
contain the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
2. The Prologue To Ben Sirach (132 B.C) 
 
The grandson of the Ben Sirach translated his grandfather’s work into 
Greek about 132 B.C. He also added a prologue to his translation. In it, he 
made the distinction between the writings of his grandfather and the Holy 
Scriptures which he called, “the Law and the Prophets.” This gives further 
testimony that a closed canon of Scripture, with clearly defined limits, 
existed at this time in history. 
 
3. First And Second Maccabees (100 B.C.) 
 
We also have testimony from the two books of the Maccabees—two works 
which are included in the Old Testament Apocrypha. From their 
testimony, we can discover that a canon of Scripture existed at the time 
these books were composed (about 100 B.C).  
 
This canon consisted of two divisions—the Law and the Prophets. This 
represented the works of Moses, the Law, and everything else written after 
the time of Moses, the Prophets. Specifically mentioned are the Books of 
Kings, Nehemiah, Ezra, and Psalms as well as the Law of Moses. 
 
This canon of Scripture was closed. Indeed, at the time of the Maccabees, 
in 165 B.C., they were actually waiting for another prophet to come along 
and tell them what to do with the altar which had been torn down. They 
realized that no prophet existed who had the authority to tell them what to 
do. 
 
First Maccabees also indicates that it had been a long time since a prophet 
had arisen in Israel. This is consistent with the idea that there had been no 
biblical prophet since the time of Nehemiah—the Persian period. 
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We learn something else important. Second Maccabees also testifies that 
these sacred writings were kept in a sacred place—the temple. Though the 
Scriptures were destroyed by the Syrian leader Antiochus IV when he 
defiled the temple, other copies were placed back into the official temple 
archives when the temple was re-taken by the Jews around 165 B.C. 
 
4. This Is A Known Practice 
 
The placing of sacred books in the temple is consistent with what we know 
from the Old Testament. There are a number of places in the Old 
Testament where this practice is alluded to.  
 
Placing the books in a sacred place is the same as acknowledging these 
books are divine—it is the same as canonizing them. This practice would 
allow the people to always know exactly which books were part of Holy 
Scripture.  
 
It also allowed people to make copies for their own use. This would include 
Jews who lived in other lands. Their Scripture would conform to the divine 
writings kept in the temple.  
 
Thus, First and Second Maccabees gives further confirmation of the 
evidence we discovered in the Book of Sirach as well as in the prologue to 
Sirach—the canon had been closed during the Persian period.   
 
From First Maccabees we have the implication that the canon had been 
closed long before the time of Judas Maccabaeus (165 B.C.). Yet, it could 
have not been closed before the time of Nehemiah since he is specifically 
mentioned as having gathered all the sacred writings which included his 
own. This is consistent with the idea that the canon was closed around 400 
B.C. 
 
In addition, the contents of the canon were well-known. Indeed, since the 
writings would be kept in the official archive in the temple there would be 
no doubt as to the extent of the canon.  
 
Therefore, the date of the closing of the canon, around 400 B.C., as well as 
the contents of the canon being well-known to all, is further confirmed by 
First and Second Maccabees. 
 
5. The Dead Sea Scrolls (150 B.C-A.D. 70) 
 
The Dead Sea Scrolls consist of about eight hundred documents which 
were written from about 150 B.C. to A.D. 70. These include biblical as well 
as secular documents. Fragments of every Old Testament book, except the 
Book of Esther, have been found at Qumran. 
 
Most scholars believe that the people who lived at the place near the Dead 
Sea, where the scrolls were found, were the Essenes. Although they were 
rivals of mainstream Judaism, all of the evidence indicates that accepted 
the same books as Holy Scripture.  
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While it is true that some of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
were found among the scrolls left by this group, they were not the only 
non-canonical books that were found among the Dead Sea Scrolls. Other 
books were discovered. The materials found at Qumran were part of a 
library—they were not merely books of Scripture.  
 
However, we can discover the distinction that the Essenes made between 
the canonical Scripture, and all other writings, by noting the commentaries 
which they produced. They only produced commentaries on biblical 
books.  
 
While commentaries of some of the biblical books have been found at 
Qumran, no commentary has thus far been found on any of the Old 
Testament Apocryphal books.  
 
Consequently, this provides further evidence that the Dead Sea community 
did not hold to the idea the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were 
divinely inspired.  
 
There is more evidence. From the writings found at Qumran we discover 
that these people had no problem criticizing other Jewish groups for their 
beliefs and practices. However, what is absent from their criticism is the 
holy books which were used by these groups. The fact that the contents of 
the canon are never criticized by the inhabitants of Qumran is further 
testimony as to the agreement among the Jewish people as to the extent of 
Holy Scripture. 
 
Hence, the evidence from Qumran is consistent with the evidence from 
Sirach, the prologue to Sirach, and First and Second Maccabees as to the 
existence and extent of the Old Testament canon. 
 
6. Fourth Maccabees (A.D.20). 
 
We also have the testimony of Fourth Maccabees. This work was most 
likely written around A.D. 20 or a short time thereafter. Therefore, it was 
composed around the time of the life of Christ. In Fourth Maccabees 
18:10-19, the author cites eight books that he says are contained in “the 
Law and the Prophets.” They are Genesis, Numbers, Deuteronomy, 
Psalms, Proverbs, Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel. This is one third of the 
writings of the Old Testament. It gives further testimony that a canon of 
Scripture existed at this time.  
 
In addition, from the books cited, we find that the contents are consistent 
with what we know was contained in the Law and the Prophets—our 
present Old Testament. 
 
7. Josephus (A.D. 90) 
 
Thus far, the evidence shows that, among the Jews, a completed canon of 
Scripture existed with clearly defined limits. This canon contained the exact 
same writings as we find in our present Old Testament—thirty-nine sacred 
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books. We discovered this by closely examining the testimony of these 
ancient writings.  
 
However, to this time, all of the evidence we have looked at is implicit. 
Now we will look at some explicit testimony to the time of the closing of 
the canon as well as its contents.  
 
The first explicit testimony to the existence and the extent of the Old 
Testament canon comes from the first-century writer Flavius Josephus. He 
unambiguously stated the time when the canon was closed as well as 
providing us with the exact contents of the canon. He said: 
 

We have but twenty-two [books] containing the history of all time, 
books that are justly believed in; and of these, five are the books of 
Moses, which comprise the law and earliest traditions from the 
creation of mankind down to his death. From the death of Moses to 
the reign of Artaxerxes, King of Persia, the successor of Xerxes, the 
prophets who succeeded Moses wrote the history of the events that 
occurred in their own time, in thirteen books. The remaining four 
documents comprise hymns to God and practical precepts to men 
(Contra Apion 1:7-8). 

 
Josephus made it clear that they were only twenty-two books which were 
divinely inspired by God. These sacred writings are the same as our present 
thirty-nine books in the Old Testament—they are just divided differently. 
The books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were not among these sacred 
writings. 
 
Furthermore, Josephus explicitly tells us that no additional sacred writings 
were composed after the time of Artaxerxes. The continuous succession of 
biblical prophets had ended.  
 
Josephus’ testimony puts the end of biblical history during the time of 
Nehemiah. This is consistent with the statements from the other writings 
we have considered. 
 
Therefore, the explicit statements of Josephus are in agreement with what 
we found in Sirach, the prologue to Sirach, First and Second Maccabees, 
Fourth Maccabees, and the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
 
8. Second Esdras (A.D. 100) 
 
The same testimony as to the extent of the Hebrew canon is found in the 
apocryphal book of Second Esdras—also known as the Ezra legend. This 
work, written in A.D. 100, gives evidence of a twenty-four-book canon.  
 
According to this story, which was set at the time of Ezra, Ezra was given 
forty days to write down ninety-four books. There were two sets of books, 
twenty-four which were to be made public, and seventy which were to be 
kept hidden or secret. The seventy hidden books were only for the wise 
but the twenty-four books were for the public. 
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The fact that he speaks of the twenty-four books as having been written 
for the public, and having been made public, indicates their well-known 
status. These are the twenty-four books of the Hebrew canon.  
 
Furthermore, the fact that the writer of Second Esdras places the 
composition of these twenty-four books at the time of Ezra gives further 
testimony that the canon was closed during the Persian period. 
 
Thus, Second Esdras indicates that there were twenty-four books that were 
sacred Scripture. The difference between twenty-two, which Josephus 
mentions, and twenty-four, found in Second Esdras, is in the way they are 
divided. Josephus seems to attach Ruth to Judges and Lamentations to 
Jeremiah, making twenty-two books, while Second Esdras counts Ruth and 
Lamentations as separate works, making twenty-four.  
 
What is clear from both of these writers is that the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha were not on either list that comes from first-century 
Jews. This testimony is in complete agreement with all of the evidence we 
have seen thus far. 
 
9. Aquila’s Translation (A.D. 128) 
 
There is further evidence as to the extent of the Hebrew Old Testament 
from Greek translations of the Old Testament other than the Septuagint. 
These translations did not include the Old Testament Apocryphal books.  
 
For example, Aquila’s Greek version of the Old Testament, completed in 
about A.D. 128, did not contain the Old Testament Apocrypha. This is 
particularly significant because the Alexandrian Jews adopted this version 
as their Holy Scripture.  
 
Now this would indeed be extraordinary if these same Jews accepted the 
Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. However, as we have seen, there 
is no evidence whatsoever that the Alexandrian Jews ever considered the 
Old Testament Apocrypha as canonical. Aquila’s translation gives further 
confirmation as to the extent of the Hebrew canon. 
 
10. Syriac Peshitta (A.D. 150) 
 
It is generally accepted that most of its Old Testament Books were 
translated from the Hebrew into Syriac somewhere around A.D. 150-200. 
Most scholars believe that this translation was carried out by Christian 
Jews.  
 
This earliest version of the Syriac translation, the Peshitta, did not include 
the Old Testament Apocrypha. While these books were later added to the 
Syriac Versions from the Septuagint, they were not contained in the earliest 
version. All of this is consistent with what we know of the extent of the 
Old Testament canon among the Jews. 
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11. The Jewish Talmud (Second And Third Centuries A.D) 
 
The Jewish Talmud is a record of the oral traditions of the Jews which were 
eventually put into writing. The Talmud provides evidence of the Jewish 
view of the canon in the second and third century A.D. As far as the 
contents of the canon are concerned, the Talmud has this to say: 
 

Our rabbis taught, “The order of the prophets is: Joshua and Judges, 
Samuel and Kings, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, Isaiah and the Twelve 
Prophets . . . The order of the Writings is Ruth and the Book of Psalms 
and Job and Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs and Lamentations, 
Daniel and the Scroll of Esther, Ezra and Chronicles” (Baba Bathra, 
14b). 

 
This statement explains the contents of the Old Testament books apart 
from the Law of Moses. It numbers the sacred writings as twenty-four. 
This is the same enumeration which is found in Second Esdras.  
 
Again, it is further testimony that the canonical books did not include the 
Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
We also have the testimony as to when the canon was completed. In 
another place, we read: 
 

After the last prophets-Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi-died, the Holy 
Spirit ceased in Israel (Tosefta Sota 13:2). 

 
This statement places the end of biblical history around the time of 
Nehemiah (about 400 B.C.). Again, this is consistent with every other 
source which we have considered. 
 
12. The New Testament (A.D. 40-80) 
 
We now come to our last, as well as the strongest piece of evidence against 
the acceptance of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture—the 
writings of the New Testament.  
 
Though the New Testament cites directly, or alludes to, almost every book 
of the Old Testament as Scripture, it never cites the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as being God’s Word. The Old Testament Apocrypha was not 
the Bible of Jesus or of His apostles. While Jesus and His apostles often 
quoted from the Septuagint, they never quoted from the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. A number of important points need to be made. 
 
There Are No Direct Quotations Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
While some Roman Catholics attempt to argue that the New Testament 
cites the Old Testament Apocrypha in Mark 10:19 and 2 Timothy 2:19, 
most Roman Catholics realize this is not the case.  
 
In Mark 10:19, when Jesus uses the phrase, “do not defraud,” He is not 
citing Sirach 4:1 as His reference. 
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In truth, Sirach is actually paraphrasing the statements found in 
Deuteronomy 24:14. It reads: 
 

You must not oppress a lowly and poor servant, whether one from 
among your fellow Israelites or from the resident foreigners who are 
in your land and villages (Deuteronomy 24:14 NET). 

 
Quite apart from the statement in Sirach, the Old Testament teaches not 
to oppress or defraud others. Therefore, though He is using the same two-
word phrase in Greek which is found in Sirach, Jesus is not a directly 
quoting this passage as Scripture. 
 
In the same manner, 2 Timothy 2:19 is not a direct quote from Sirach 17:26. 
Paul wrote to Timothy: 
 

Everyone who confesses the name of the Lord must turn away from 
evil (2 Timothy 2:19 NET) 

 
The command to turn away from wickedness is not directly citing Sirach 
17:26. More likely, it refers to Job 36:10 where the same idea is found.  
 
As we mentioned, very few, if any, Roman Catholics actually contend these 
are direct citations from the Old Testament Apocrypha. In fact, there is no 
real evidence that this is the case. 
 
Allusions Are Not The Same As A Direct Quote 
 
While there may indeed be some allusions to the Old Testament 
apocryphal books by New Testament writers, as we have seen, there is no 
direct quote from these writings. It must be emphasized that an allusion is 
not the same as a direct quote. That the New Testament may have adopted 
phrases from the Old Testament Apocrypha is not surprising.   
 
However, adopting phrases or ideas from another writing is not the same 
as assuming that writing has divine authority; any more than when a pastor 
or Bible teacher uses phrases or ideas found in other literature.  
 
Alluding to something does not mean it is divinely inspired. Therefore, any 
allusion to the Old Testament Apocrypha, or the use of words and phrases 
found in these writings, does not indicate these works are considered to 
have been inspired of God. 
 
The New Testament Writers Never Cite The  
Old Testament Apocrypha To Establish Doctrine 
 
While the New Testament does not give us a specific list of books which 
it considers to be Holy Scripture, it does quote many works with certain 
words or phrases which indicate their divine status. This includes words 
and phrases such as the “Law,” the “Scripture,” the “prophets,” “God 
said,” or “it is written.”  
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While most of the Old Testament books are cited with one of these 
designations, no New Testament writer ever refers to any of these books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha as authoritative. Neither is any passage 
from the Old Testament Apocrypha quoted to prove a point. Never do the 
New Testament writers quote the Old Testament Apocrypha in this way.  
 
Contrary to what is often stated by defenders of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, this not absence of evidence, it is evidence of absence. There 
is a reason why these books are not cited with these words and formulas 
that would indicate they are divinely inspired—they were not considered 
to be Holy Scripture.  
 
The fact that the Old Testament Apocrypha is not quoted in the New 
Testament is not an argument from silence but rather an argument about 
silence. The Old Testament Scriptures were often cited—the Old 
Testament Apocrypha was never cited. 
 
Furthermore, the few Old Testament books which were not directly 
quoted in the New Testament were known by the writers.  
 
For example, in the Book of Hebrews, we have the names of many of the 
Judges listed in the heroes of the faith. This gives testimony of the divine 
inspiration of the Book of Judges. If so, then it is likely that Ruth would 
have been also assumed to be divinely inspired because Ruth is often placed 
with the Book of Judges.  
 
The other Old Testament books that are not directly quoted in the New 
Testament are referred to in other sources that pre-date the New 
Testament. Consequently, their authority had already been established. Yet, 
the authority of the Old Testament Apocrypha is non-existent. 
 
If the writers of the New Testament considered the Old Testament 
Apocrypha to be Scripture, we would certainly expect them to refer to it in 
some way. However, we find no direct quotations. This is in contrast to 
more than two hundred and fifty quotations from the authoritative Old 
Testament Scriptures. Thus, we have two hundred and fifty plus quotations 
compared to zero quotations.  
 
The fact that the present canon was repeatedly quoted as being divinely 
authoritative as well as the absence of any direct quote from the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, is another indication of the extent of the canon— 
it did not include the Apocrypha. 
 
No Book Of The Old Testament  
Apocrypha Is Mentioned By Name 
 
There is something else. No book of the Old Testament Apocrypha is 
mentioned by name in the New Testament. This is in contrast to a number 
of Old Testament books that are named in the New Testament. These 
include the Book of Moses, Psalms, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Amos, and Daniel.  
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This is further evidence of the lack of authority in these Old Testament 
Apocryphal books. 
 
The Council Of Jamnia Is Not Relevant 
 
One final point to make concerns the Jewish council of Jamnia. Some 
Roman Catholics argue that the canon was actually closed at the council in 
Jamnia in the late first century A.D.  
 
However, as we have just seen, this is not the case. All that we really know 
about the meetings at Jamnia is that sometime between A.D. 75 and 117 a 
session of Jewish leaders convened. It seems that only two canonical books 
were debated—the Song of Solomon and Ecclesiastes.  
 
It is possible that only one book was actually debated at Jamia—
Ecclesiastes. However, it was concluded that the Book of Ecclesiastes, 
though seemingly contradictory to other Scripture, in some of its content 
and negative in its tone, was indeed part of Holy Scripture.  
 
Yet, whatever decisions were made at Jamnia were still being debated some 
one hundred years later. Thus, nothing was settled. From the Christian 
point of view nothing needed to be settled. The extent of the canon, as well 
as its contents had been settled some five centuries earlier. The meeting at 
Jamnia, whatever it consisted of, did not close the canon or canonize any 
books. 
 
Conclusion  
 
The evidence is clear. The ancient Jews, Jesus, and His disciples all had the 
same Old Testament Scripture. There was no difference between the 
Scripture used in Alexandria, Egypt than in the Holy Land. The Jews, who 
received the oracles of God, had a limited number of divinely inspired 
writings. This did not include the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
  
Summary To Question 5  
Did The Jew, Jesus, Or His Disciples Accept The  
Old Testament Apocrypha As Holy Scripture? 
 
Roman Catholics argue that the canon of Scripture was not completed or 
closed at the time of Jesus. They contend that it was possible for more 
writings to be added to the Old Testament. A number of arguments are 
put forward to support this view.  
 
However, as we have seen, there is no evidence whatsoever that the canon 
of Scripture was still open at the time of Jesus. Every Jewish group 
recognized that God had stopped speaking to the nation through His 
succession of prophets during the Persian period—about the time of 
Nehemiah.  
 
Though some Roman Catholic defenders claim that the ancient Jews in 
Alexandria, Egypt had a wider canon of Scripture than the one found in 
the Holy Land, we find that there is no evidence whatsoever to support 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 70 

this idea. When all the facts are considered, we discovered that neither the 
Jews, Jesus, nor His hand-picked disciples ever considered the books of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha as part of Holy Scripture. This evidence is really 
beyond dispute. 
 
In fact, from every available source, both before and after the time of 
Christ, we find that the Jews, no matter what their internal differences, 
accepted the same divinely inspired books as Holy Scripture. There were 
no competing canons.  
 
The Roman Catholic argument assumes that Protestants got their canon 
from the decisions made at the Jewish Council of Jamnia which met at the 
end of the first century A.D.  
 
However, the Old Testament canon had been closed, in practice, five 
centuries before that time. The idea of a closed canon of Old Testament 
Scripture is implicit in a number of ancient writings. This includes Sirach, 
the Prologue to Sirach, 1 and 2 Maccabees, the Dead Sea Scrolls, the New 
Testament, Second Esdras, and Fourth Maccabees. It is also explicit in the 
writings of Josephus and in the Jewish Talmud.  
 
Each of these sources testified to the same thing. The canon was closed in 
the Persian period—the time of Nehemiah.  
 
Therefore, it is wrong to say that the Protestants have taken what the Jews 
arbitrarily decided at Jamnia and made it into Holy Scripture. There is no 
evidence of competing canons and no canonical list was necessary. If 
anyone wished to know the contents of Holy Scripture, they merely had to 
consult the temple archives in Jerusalem.  
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Question 6 
 

What Has Been The Historical View Of Christians 
Toward The Old Testament Apocrypha? 

 
In our previous question, we found that neither the Jews, Jesus, nor His 
apostles accepted the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy 
Scripture. There is really no doubt about this. 
 
Indeed, all of the evidence, from 200 B.C. onward shows that there was a 
fixed canon of Old Testament Scripture. This canon did not include the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Thus, the Roman Catholic claim, that there was a greater canon in 
Alexandria Egypt than in the Holy Land, has no historical evidence to 
support it. Neither was there the need for any council, Jewish or Christian, 
to meet and determine the extent of the canon. 
 
This being the case, we now look at how the Christian Church from the 
time of Christ until the present, viewed the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. What have believers had to say about this issue? 
 
The Roman Catholic Claim 
 
The Roman Catholic Church claims that the status of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha was not officially settled until the council of Trent 
in 1545-1563.  
 
However, Rome says that Trent merely acknowledged the historical view 
of the church in its pronouncements with respect to the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. The common practice was to accept these books as divinely 
inspired along with the rest of the Old Testament.  
 
Those who argue for the inclusion, or the exclusion, of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as part of Holy Scripture often appeal to the testimony of past 
Christians. Therefore, it will be helpful to know exactly what those in the 
ancient church had to say about the Old Testament Apocrypha and its 
relationship to the Hebrew Old Testament.  
 
Consequently, we will consider some of the highlights in the history of the 
church with respect to the inclusion, or exclusion, of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as part of Scripture. 

 
Response To The Roman Catholic Claims 
 
In our response to the Roman Catholic claim we will look at the evidence 
in the following manner.  
 
First, we will consider the evidence from the second and third centuries of 
the Christian era. What statements about the canon do we find? What lists 
were drawn up of canonical books and what did these lists include? 
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Next, we will look at the evidence from Eastern Christianity from the 
fourth and fifth century. What did they have to say about the canon?  
 
We will then look at the fourth and fifth century views of the canon from 
Western Christianity. Is their history with the canon the same or different 
than those in the East? 
 
Our next section will consider the highlights of the history of the canon 
from the sixth century until the Protestant Reformation. What did the 
church have to say about the canon during those years? 
 
We will then consider the views of the Protestant Reformers with respect 
to the canon, as well as the Roman Catholic response at the council of 
Trent.   
 
Our final section will examine the various views of the Old Testament 
canon from the council of Trent until the present.  We will then make a 
number of observations about the evidence we have considered. 
 
It is our intention to present the highlights of the last two thousand years 
of church history with respect to the subject of the Old Testament canon.  
 
We do not intend to be exhaustive. However, we do plan to deal with the 
major events that have occurred. This should give us an accurate picture of 
the stance of Christians with regard to the Old Testament canon. In doing 
so, we will discover that those who claim that the Old Testament 
Apocrypha has always been part of the Old Testament of the Christian 
church do not have the historical evidence on their side.  
 
On the contrary, we will discover that the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha were added to the Old Testament Scripture for a number of 
unfortunate reasons and that they have no right to be called Holy Scripture. 
The historical evidence can be simply stated as follows: 
 
1. Second And Third Century A.D. (The Old Testament  

Apocrypha Are Not On The Early Canonical Lists) 
 
After the time of the apostles, in the second and third century A.D., 
canonical lists of the Old Testament Scripture were beginning to be drawn 
up. During this period of time, the church was largely made up of Gentiles. 
Their language was not Hebrew, rather it was Greek.  
 
Thus, for the most part, they knew the Scriptures in the Greek Old 
Testament or from translations made from the Greek Old Testament. 
Though their main language was Greek, we find that the first canonical lists 
matched up with the Hebrew canon of Scripture. From these first two 
centuries after the time of Christ, we can note the following evidence. 
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2. The List Of Melito (A.D. 170) 
 
The earliest list of the Old Testament books from a Christian source is 
from Melito, Bishop of Sardis. We know of this list from the writings of 
the church historian Eusebius who reproduced it.  
 
According to Eusebius, about the year A.D. 170, Melito wrote a letter to a 
man named Onesimus.  In his letter, Melito states that Onesimus wished 
to know the number, as well as the order, of the Old Testament books. 
Melito listed the books of the Old Testament Scripture by their Greek 
names. He had compiled this list from a trip he made to the Holy Land. In 
his letter, Melito stated the following: 
 

When I came to the east and reached the place where these things were 
preached and done, and learned accurately the books of the Old 
Testament, I set down the facts and sent them to you. These are their 
names: the five books of Moses, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, 
Deuteronomy, Joshua the son of Nun, Judges, Ruth, four books of the 
Kingdom, two books of Chronicles, the Psalms of David, the Proverbs 
of Solomon and his wisdom, Ecclesiastes, the Song of Songs, Job, the 
prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, The Twelve in a single book, Daniel, 
Ezekiel, Ezra. 

 
The reference to the four books of the Kingdom would be First and 
Second Samuel and First and Second Kings. Ezra was the common way to 
refer to Ezra-Nehemiah. We also assume that Lamentations was included 
with Jeremiah. Wisdom was merely a fuller description of the Book of 
Proverbs—not the Old Testament Apocryphal book by that name. Among 
ancient writers, Proverbs was also called “Wisdom.”  
 
This list of Melito includes all the books of the present canon except 
Esther. However, it is possible that Esther was accidentally omitted seeing 
that it is often the last book enumerated in ancient lists.  
 
This seems to be the case since Melito’s list contained only twenty-one 
books. The first-century Jewish historian, Flavius Josephus, said was the 
extent of sacred Scripture was twenty-two books. While Josephus does not 
list the individual books, Melito does. Melito lists all of the traditional Old 
Testament books of the Hebrew canon except the Book of Esther. Thus, 
if we count Esther, we will come up with the same number; twenty-two. 
 
While including all of the books of the present Old Testament canon 
(except Esther) Melito nowhere mentions any of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha.  He is the first person known to describe the 
specific contents of the Old Testament.   
 
3. A Greek/Aramaic List, Byrennios List (About A.D. 170)  
 
About the time of Melito, another list of Old Testament books was also 
drawn up. It has been preserved in a manuscript in the library of the Greek 
Patriarch of Jerusalem. It is known, among other names, as the Byrennios 
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List. The names of the Old Testament books are found in both Greek and 
Aramaic. This list has twenty-seven books.  
 
In this list, like Melito’s, Lamentations is most likely included with the Book 
of Jeremiah. Ezra/Nehemiah is called First and Second Esdras. Though 
omitted in Melito’s list, the Book of Esther is included in this list. This may 
give further evidences that Melito’s omission of Esther was an oversight.  
 
Whatever the case may be, the books which are listed are exactly the same 
as we find in our present Old Testament—they are just divided differently. 
The number twenty-seven may correspond to the twenty-two letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet along with the special form that five letters take at the 
end of words. 
 
Therefore, from the two oldest canonical lists of Old Testament Scripture, 
we find them in basic agreement as to their contents. The books of the 
Hebrew canon are all listed but the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
are not included on either of these first two lists. 
 
4. Origen (A.D. 185-254) 
 
Next, we come to the list given by the church father Origen. As was true 
with the Old Testament canon listed by Melito, we also know the view of 
the canon of Origen from the writings of the church historian Eusebius. 
This list from Origen, which originally was written as part of a commentary 
on Psalm 1, can be dated around the year A.D. 230.  
 
Eusebius tells us that Origen said there were twenty-two books in the Old 
Testament. He listed each of the books in Greek characters and in Hebrew. 
Though Origen said there were twenty-two books in the Hebrew canon, 
his list only has twenty-one. The Minor Prophets are omitted.  
 
This had to have been an oversight since Origen elsewhere cites the Minor 
Prophets as Scripture. Apart from this omission, the writings correspond 
exactly to the traditional Hebrews books as well as to the two previous lists 
we have just considered. 
 
Though Origen only accepted the traditional books of the Hebrew canon, 
he also accepted certain additions to the canonical books. These include 
the additions to Esther, Daniel, and Jeremiah. Origen, like others in the 
early church, believed that the Jews had altered some of the contents of the 
Hebrew text. 
 
While Origen accepted these additions as part of Old Testament Scripture, 
he does not accept the Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. In fact, he 
says the books of the Maccabees are outside of the canon. Origen makes it 
clear that the church accepted the same canon which had been handed 
down by the Jews from earlier times. Nowhere, does he state that the 
church adds or accepts other books to this canon which he listed.  
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Therefore, what we find with Origen is the same number of canonical 
books as in the first two lists but we also see a willingness to accept 
additions to certain books. 
 
To sum up, what we learn from each of these three early lists is that the 
church received and accepted the same canon that was universally accepted 
by the Jews in the first century. The fact that Origen mentioned the book, 
or books, of the Maccabees tells us that the church was using other Jewish 
written works. However, they were not using them as authoritative 
Scripture. There was a clear distinction between the canon, handed down 
from the Jews, and these other works.  
 
Consequently, what is clear from the evidence is that for the first three 
hundred years of the Christian Church, no writer who gave us a canonical 
list of Old Testament Scripture placed any books on his list which were 
outside of the Hebrew canon.  
 
If this is the case, then when did these additional books become accepted 
as part of the Old Testament canon by some members of the church? To 
answer that question, we will have to look at the testimony of the church 
fathers from the fourth century and the fifth century. 
 
5. The Testimony Of The Church Fathers  

From The East From Fourth Century 
 
We will now move to the testimony of the Church Fathers from the fourth 
century who lived in the Eastern part of the Roman Empire. Their 
testimony can be simply stated as follows.  
 
Eusebius (A.D. 260-339) 
 
As we have seen, the church historian Eusebius preserved the canonical 
lists of Melito and Origen. He also preserved the list of first century writer 
Flavius Josephus. Thus, we find that at the beginning of the fourth century, 
the church was continuing with the same canon that the Jews had handed 
down and that Jesus and His disciples had accepted.  
 
Athanasius (A.D. 328-373) 
  
In A.D. 367, the great defender of orthodox belief, Athanasius bishop of 
Alexandria, Egypt wrote an Easter letter that circulated to all the churches 
in Egypt. In this letter, he stated there were twenty-two books in the Old 
Testament canon. He connects these twenty-two books with the twenty-
two letters of the Hebrew alphabet. He has the same books as found in the 
previous lists with the exception of Esther, which he omits. Like Origen, 
he adds Baruch and the Letter of Jeremiah with the Book of Jeremiah. 
Lamentations is also added to Jeremiah. 
 
Athanasius made the distinction between these canonical books and the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. He recognized that works such as Tobit, 
Judith, Sirach, the Wisdom of Solomon, and Esther were to be read in the 
churches but were not to be used to establish doctrine. He said: 
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[They are] not included in the canon, but appointed by the Fathers to 
be read by those who newly join us, and who wish instruction in the 
world of godliness. 

 
This is another ancient and powerful testimony that the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha were not considered to be Holy Scripture. However, 
as we just mentioned, Athanasius mistakenly places Esther with the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
Gregory Of Nazarinius (A.D. 330-390) 
 
Gregory of Nazarinius, the Bishop of Constantinople, also provides us 
with a canonical list. Like Athanasius, he also links the twenty-two books 
with the twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alphabet. His list is the same as 
that of Athanasius; twenty-two books with Esther omitted. Interestingly, 
unlike Athanasius, he does not include the Baruch and the Letter of 
Jeremiah to the Book of Jeremiah. 
 
Cyril Of Jerusalem (A.D. 348-386) 
 
Cyril was Bishop of Jerusalem for a time. However, he was persecuted for 
some of his beliefs and his position was taken away from him. He has given 
us a canonical list of both testaments. He listed twenty-two books as 
belonging to the Old Testament. Like Athanasius, he included the letter of 
Baruch and the Letter of Jeremiah in the Book of Jeremiah. Unlike 
Athanasius, he included Esther in his canonical list.  
 
After listing the New Testament canon, he, like Athanasius, notes that 
there are some other books read in the church which are outside of the 
canon. Again, like all of the other writers, we find no book of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha on his list of Holy Scripture. 
  
Epiphanius (A.D 315-403) 
 
Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis, actually gives us three canonical lists. His 
first list consists of only twenty-one books, omitting Job. However, this 
seems to have been accidental since Job is found in his other lists. The 
Book of Jeremiah does not contain any of the additions as is found in the 
canon of Athanasius.  
 
He also has a list of twenty-two books. In it, he includes Esther in his list. 
Interestingly, he called attention to the fact to the significance of the 
number twenty-two. He said, “There are twenty-two works of God during 
the six days of creation, and the twenty-two generations from Adam to 
Jacob.”  
 
His third list numbers the Old Testament writings at twenty-seven. After 
he lists the New Testament canon, he mentions Sirach and Wisdom of 
Solomon as being similar to the Old Testament in their substance. 
However, he does not consider them as Holy Scripture. 
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He also recognizes, like Athanasius, that there are two classes of books 
which are read in the church. He names the second class of books 
“Apocrypha.” 
 
Amphilocius (A.D. 394) 
 
Amphilocius, Bishop of Iconium, has a canonical list which has twenty-six 
books. While he omits Esther in his list, he does say that some people do 
add Esther to the Old Testament. His twenty-six books, plus Esther, are 
the same books which we find in other lists.  
 
The Council Of Laodicea (A.D 343-381) 
 
We conclude this section with the Council of Laodicea. The exact date of 
this meeting is uncertain. It is the first church body that ruled on the canon 
of both the Old Testament and New Testament Scripture. This council 
resolved that only books from the Old Testament canon and the New 
Testament canon should be read in the church.  
 
In another resolution it seemed to have adopted a list of twenty-two 
canonical books for the Old Testament, including Esther. However, we say 
“seem to have adopted” because this resolution, or canon, which was 
adopted by this council is questioned as being authentic. In some later lists 
of what this council adopted or resolved, this particular decision is not 
listed.  
 
Evidence From The Eastern Fathers Summed Up 
 
To sum up the evidence which we find from the church fathers from the 
East in the fourth century we discover that all of them held to the exact 
same canon as did the Jews—a canon of twenty-two books. In fact, with 
the exception of Amphilocius and one of the lists of Epiphanius, all of the 
other sources list the books at twenty-two. None of them added any of the 
extra books of the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
However, some of them did believe that the additions to certain books 
were Scripture—in particular the additions to Jeremiah.  Furthermore, as 
we have seen, there was some doubt about the status of the Book of Esther. 
Yet, in all of this, there was no adding of other books to the Old Testament 
canon apart from the books that were handed down from the Jews. 
 
Since this is the case, we may rightly ask the question, “Where and when 
did these books of the Old Testament Apocrypha become added to Holy 
Scripture?”  
 
To discover this answer, we must look to Western Christianity and the 
events that developed in that part of the empire. From there, we will 
discover how certain books were placed with Holy Scripture even though 
there was no historical evidence whatsoever for their inclusion. 
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6. The Testimony Of The Church Fathers From  
The West From The Fourth And Fifth Century 

 
Next, we will consider the testimony of the church fathers from the 
Western part of the Roman Empire. As we will see, their experience with 
the Old Testament canon is somewhat different than those from the East. 
It is from the Christian West, that certain books from the Old Testament 
Apocrypha eventually made their way into Holy Scripture. 
 
In the Western part of the empire, we find no listing of canonical Scripture 
before the fourth century A.D. When we do begin to see lists, we will 
discover that the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were added. 
These works were added, not because of any serious study of the issue, but 
rather because of the popular usage these books enjoyed among the rank-
and-file members of the church. The sad history can be summarized as 
follows. 
 
Hilary (A.D 315-367) 
 
Hilary was the bishop of Poitiers. In a commentary which he wrote on the 
Book of Psalms, he listed the books of the Old Testament. He numbered 
them at twenty-two. His list included the Book of Esther. However, at the 
end of his list he noted that some people have a canon of twenty-four 
books with the addition of Judith and Tobit. 
  
The Cheltenham List (A.D. 360) 
 
The Cheltenham List, also known as the Mommsen Catalogue, is a Latin 
list of the books of the Old Testament and the New Testament. The Old 
Testament contains twenty-four canonical books. However, the twenty-
four include First and Second Maccabees, Tobit, and Judith. The way the 
list calculates these twenty-four books is by combining three of the works 
of Solomon into one book—Ecclesiastes, Song of Solomon, and Proverbs.  
 
This seems to be the first time that these books, considered to have been 
written by Solomon, were counted as only one book. What seems to have 
happened is that the author of the list wished to accomplish two things.  
 
First, he wanted to keep the number of books at twenty-four, in line with 
the popular understanding of the number of Old Testament books in the 
Western part of the Roman Empire. Second, he wanted to add these extra 
writings into the Old Testament canon. This is how he came up with the 
strange listing of the books.  
 
This list begins to demonstrate how the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha were starting to achieve equal status with the canonical books. 
 
Rufinius A.D. 350-410 
 
Rufinius was a monk. He lived in such places as Egypt as well as on the 
Mount of Olives. He later returned to his birthplace in Italy where he 
became a presbyter, or elder in the church. He wrote a commentary on the 
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Apostles’ Creed in which he listed the books of the Old Testament. His list 
numbered the sacred writings at twenty-two.  
 
None of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha are listed in his canon. 
Rufinius does recognize three categories of religious books. Apart from the 
canonical are the ecclesiastical and the apocryphal books. Rufinius gives a 
list of the ecclesiastical books after he lists the Old Testament canon and 
the New Testament canon. These ecclesiastical works include Wisdom, 
Sirach, Tobit, Judith, and Maccabees. Rufinius clearly states, however, that 
these works were not to be used to establish doctrine.   
 
What is interesting about Rufinius is that he comes up with his canon by 
understanding how the ancient Church Fathers defined these books. It was 
not from the popular usage of the people. In other words, his canon was a 
result of careful investigation, not the popular view of the masses. 
 
Jerome (A.D. 346-420) 
 
We now come to a major figure in the history of Bible translation, the 
learned scholar and Bible translator Jerome. At this time in history, the 
church in the West read the Scriptures in Latin. However, there were many 
editions of the text. These various editions were known as the Old Latin. 
What was needed was a single edition. Thus, Jerome went about to update 
the Old Latin translation of the Bible. 
 
Until the time of Jerome, the Latin Old Testament was translated from a 
translation—the Greek Old Testament or the Septuagint version. Instead 
of translating from a translation, Jerome wanted to translate the Old 
Testament from original sources, Hebrew and Aramaic. Jerome was one of 
the few scholars in the church who had learned Hebrew.  
 
Because he wanted to translate from the Hebrew, he insisted on using the 
Hebrew canon as the basis of his translation. Consequently, he was very 
clear as to the number of sacred books that belonged in the Old Testament 
canon—there were only twenty-two.  
 
Like the Eastern Church Fathers, Jerome viewed the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as outside of the canon. Furthermore, because of 
his knowledge of Hebrew, Jerome also rejected the additions that some 
have made to certain Old Testament books—the additions to Daniel and 
Esther as well as the letter of Jeremiah and the Book of Baruch. 
 
As we have seen, with the exception of the Cheltenham List, every list of 
the Old Testament Scripture, from the time of Christ until the time of 
Jerome, had basically the same contents. The only books from the Old 
Testament Apocrypha that were part of any of these lists were the additions 
to the Hebrew text—such as the letter of Jeremiah and the Book of Baruch. 
As we have noted, they are added to the existing Old Testament—they are 
not accepted as stand-alone writings. 
 
Consequently, like all the other individuals who investigated this subject, 
Jerome rejected the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture. In fact, 
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he did this in the strongest of terms. In the preface of his commentary on 
the Book of Daniel, Jerome wrote the following: 
 

For all Scripture is by them divided into three parts, the Law, the 
Prophets, and the Hagiographa [the Holy Writings], which have 
respectively five, eight, and eleven books (Jerome, Preface to the Book of 
Daniel). 

 
Here again we have the Old Testament books numbered at twenty-four. 
These twenty-four books correspond to the modern thirty-nine in the 
Protestant Old Testament—they are merely divided differently. 
 
Jerome actually left us with two canonical lists. Knowing that he would 
receive criticism for only using the Hebrew Scriptures, he listed the books 
of the Old Testament in the preface of his translation of Samuel and Kings. 
He entitled the preface, the “Helmeted Preface.”  
 
He used this title in anticipation of the criticism he was to receive for 
rejecting the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha. He did not believe 
that the church had the right to determine the canon, rather the true canon 
was that which was given to the church and the world by the Jews—just as 
Paul had stated when he wrote to the Romans. 
 
Jerome refused to place the Old Testament Apocrypha in his translation of 
the Old Testament because he realized that it was not part of Holy 
Scripture. These books could be read in the church for edification but not 
to establish doctrine.  
 
It was only after the death of Jerome that the Old Testament Apocrypha 
was placed in the Latin Vulgate which became the official translation of the 
Roman Catholic Church. His expert testimony was rejected. 
 
Augustine (A.D. 354-430) 
 
Augustine of Hippo, a younger contemporary of Jerome, was probably the 
greatest theologian in the early church. He has provided us with his own 
list of the Old Testament canon. His list, however, was different from all 
of the earlier ones which have survived. Augustine listed the Old 
Testament canon at forty-four books: twice the traditional twenty-two. He 
individually listed each of the twelve Minor Prophets, divided Samuel, 
Kings, and Chronicles into two books, and separated Lamentations from 
Jeremiah and Ezra from Nehemiah. Augustine also listed the books of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha as part of the Old Testament canon. 
 
Why did he do this? Why did he include the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha? Why was his list so different than those who had come before 
him?  
 
The answer seems to be that the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
were widely read in the Western Church and had become popular with the 
people. Seemingly, the people made no distinction between them and the 
canonical books. Augustine did not seem to want to contradict the popular 
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sentiment regarding the Old Testament Apocrypha even though it was at 
odds with the historical view of the ancient Jews, the disciples of Jesus, and 
even Jesus Himself. Thus, Augustine merely accepted the current practices 
of the church with which he was familiar.  
 
The fact that Augustine did not want to contradict the current usage among 
the people can be seen by a letter which he wrote to Jerome. He told 
Jerome that a riot almost broke out when the local bishop read Jerome’s 
translation of Jonah 4:6.  
 
In this verse, Jerome’s Latin translation rendered the plant that shaded 
Jonah as “ivy.” However, the people were used to hearing the Septuagint 
rendering of “gourd.” Augustine seemingly concluded that if a riot could 
occur with such a small change in a translation of one particular verse, what 
would the people do if they were told that certain entire books, which were 
read in the church, did not carry God’s authority?   
 
Indeed, we find that on two occasions, Augustine wrote to Jerome and 
asked him to use the Septuagint as the basis of his new translation—not 
the Hebrew text. Thus, Augustine wanted to stay with the current practices 
of the church; no matter how contradictory it may have been to the 
historical evidence. 
 
Augustine did more than merely side with the current attitudes among the 
churches. He insisted that the Western Church had the right to determine 
which books belonged in the Old Testament Scripture.  
 
According to Augustine, the canon was not closed until the church said it 
was closed. This is spite of the fact that the ancient Jews, the apostles of 
Jesus, and Jesus Himself used a different canon!  
 
However, Augustine was not in a position to make such an authoritative 
declaration about the contents of the Old Testament canon. For one thing, 
he had little contact with any of the church fathers in the East. This is 
unlike the other Latin Church Fathers who had investigated this issue and 
left us with a canonical list.  
 
In addition, Augustine was not a Hebrew scholar, as Jerome was, and 
neither was he an expert in this field of study. There is no evidence that he 
investigated this subject thoroughly or that he took any notice of those who 
had preceded him. Indeed, we see this by noting the strange order in which 
he placed the Old Testament books. This listing was unique to him.  
 
There is something else even more telling. Augustine knew that the Jews 
did not accept these apocryphal books as divinely inspired. Thus, he 
neglected, or rather rejected, the teaching of both testaments that it was the 
Jews who were entrusted with the oracles of God.  
 
For example, the Old Testament says: 
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He proclaims his word to Jacob, his statutes and regulations to Israel. 
He has not done so with any other nation; they are not aware of his 
regulations. Praise the Lord! (Psalm 147:19-20 NET). 

 
Notice it is only the nation Israel to whom God has proclaimed His 
regulations and statutes.  
  
We find the same truth stated in the New Testament. The Apostle Paul 
wrote the following to the Romans: 
 

Then what advantage has the Jew? Or what is the value of 
circumcision? Much, in every way. For in the first place the Jews were 
entrusted with the oracles of God (Romans 3:1-2 NRSV). 

 
Later, in the Book of Romans, we read: 
 

For I could wish that I myself were accursed—cut off from Christ—
for the sake of my people, my fellow countrymen who are Israelites. 
To them belong the adoption as sons, the glory, the covenants, the 
giving of the law, the temple worship, and the promises. To them 
belong the patriarchs, and from them, by human descent, came the 
Christ, who is God over all, blessed forever! Amen (Romans 9:3-5 
NET). 

 
Paul says that the covenants, the giving of the Law, and the temple worship 
belong to the Jews—it was entrusted to them. 
 
These passages of Scripture make this issue crystal clear. They state that it 
was the Jews who were entrusted with the oracles of God—not the church!  
 
Nowhere, do we find Paul, or any other New Testament writer for that 
matter, saying that the Jews had violated this trust. We must also remember 
that Paul wrote this after the Jewish nation had rejected Jesus as the 
Messiah. Thus, the inspired apostle did not teach that the Jews had 
somehow lost their right to determine which writings constituted Old 
Testament Scripture.  
 
Therefore, we must go to the Jews, and to them alone, to discover the exact 
extent of the canon. And what do we discover?  
 
We find that from every ancient written source that still exists, and speaks 
to this subject, that the extent of their canon of Scripture did not include 
the Old Testament Apocrypha! 
 
This being the case, Augustine should have accepted the same canon which 
had been continuously held by the Jews from four centuries before the time 
of Christ until his day. Yet he rejected this canon. In its place, he added the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. He also insisted that the church had the right 
to determine the extent of the Old Testament canon in spite of the 
historical evidence as well as the clear teaching of the Old and New 
Testament. 
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Augustine May Have Changed His Mind 
 
There is one last point about Augustine which needs to be addressed. Some 
people argue that Augustine actually changed his mind about the authority 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha. In one of his writings, he seemed to have 
implied that the Old Testament Apocrypha did not have the same status as 
Holy Scripture. He wrote the following: 
 

From this time, when the temple was rebuilt, down to the time of 
Aristobulus, the Jews had not kings but princes; and the reckoning of 
their dates is found, not in the Holy Scriptures which are called 
canonical, but in others, among which are also the books of the 
Maccabees. These are held as canonical, not by the Jews, but by the 
Church, on account of the extreme and wonderful sufferings of certain 
martyrs, who, before Christ had come in the flesh, contended for the 
law of God even unto death, and endured most grievous and horrible 
evils (City of God 18.36). 

 
There are several observations that we need to make from this passage. 
First, Augustine makes the distinction between the canon of the Jews and 
the canon of the church—he realizes that they are not the same.  
 
However, he says the church has the right to consider the books of the 
Maccabees as canonical because they contain accounts of believers being 
martyred for their faith. 
 
Also, this passage could be read as saying that the books of the Maccabees 
are not Holy Scripture. At best, his testimony is ambiguous. As we have 
noted, he had no real expertise in this field. He did not know Hebrew and 
neither was he a Greek scholar. This was not an area in which he excelled.  
 
However, as we have seen, his expertise or non-expertise, is not the real 
issue—the issue is which canon did the ancient Jews and the New 
Testament writers accept as Holy Scripture? 
 
There is something else we should note. Augustine mistakenly accepted the 
miraculous account of the origin of the Septuagint. He believed the 
translators were divinely inspired in the same manner as the biblical 
authors.  
 
An ancient account of its origin, known as the “Letter of Aristeas,” claimed 
that the seventy translators were put in separate rooms to translate the Law 
of Moses. When their seventy translations were compared, they were word-
for-word the same! While at the time of Augustine it was popular to believe 
this account of the origin of the Septuagint, no one today takes this story 
seriously. 
 
Though Augustine did not have the education, the background, or most 
importantly, the right to make such an authoritative declaration on the 
extent of the Old Testament Scripture, his word carried the day.  
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Two church councils under his influence, the councils of Hippo and 
Carthage, declared the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha to be part 
of Holy Scripture. The Roman Church followed Augustine and included 
these writings as part of the Old Testament Scripture.    
 
In doing so, the Roman Church rejected the idea that the Hebrew canon 
contained the only divinely inspired books from the Old Testament period. 
They also rejected the view of their own qualified translator, Jerome, as 
well as ignoring the biblical evidence that it was the Jews, and they alone, 
who had the responsibility to recognize which writings were to be placed 
into the Old Testament canon. 
 
The Church Councils, Hippo Carthage And Rome  
 
As we mentioned, two early church councils which accepted the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as authoritative Scripture were the councils of 
Hippo (393) and Carthage (397). After these councils declared the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha as part of Scripture, Pope Innocent I 
concurred with their decision in the year 405. Soon thereafter, in 419, the 
second Council of Carthage also approved the scriptural status of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. 
 
Yet, it was the council of Rome, which met in the year 392, which was 
actually the first council to approve the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as canonical. Even though this was merely a local council, some 
Roman Catholics contend that their decision was authoritative for the 
entire church because it was sanctioned by an infallible source—Pope 
Damascus. Of course, this argument assumes that Damascus spoke with 
infallible authority.  
 
On the other hand, not all Roman Catholic scholars agree that such 
affirmations by popes are infallible. Indeed, there are no infallible lists of 
infallible statements which were made by the popes! Any list that is 
produced would always have the same basic question asked about it—why 
should we consider this list infallible?  
 
Indeed, we do not find any universally agreed upon criteria for accepting 
such lists of infallible statements by the various popes. In point of fact, 
Roman Catholic scholars admit that some popes erred in their teaching and 
were even guilty of heresy.  
 
Consequently, appealing to a certain pope to make an infallible statement 
about the ruling of a local council does not solve the issue of the extent of 
the Old Testament canon. Furthermore, we must remember that 
Protestants reject the idea that these early councils, or these popes, 
possessed any authority whatsoever to decide these matters. 
 
Summary Of Fourth And Fifth Century Canonical Lists 
 
Before moving on to our next historical era, we want to briefly sum up 
what we have learned from the testimony of the Eastern and Western 
Fathers of the fourth century and the beginning of the fifth century.  
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In the East, the canon of Scripture was the canon of the Jews. While some 
of the Eastern Fathers thought that the Jews may have tampered with the 
text and omitted portions of Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah, nowhere do we 
find them adding books to the Hebrew canon. From almost every source, 
we find the number of books listed at twenty-two. The only canonical book 
that was questioned was the Book of Esther. Thus, the Christian East was 
consistent in equating the canon of Scripture with the canon of the ancient 
Jews, Jesus, and His disciples. 
 
However, in the West, the canon was not as well-defined. While Fathers 
like Rufinius and Jerome, who had investigated the issue, rejected the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Scripture, some of these books were beginning 
to show up on certain lists.  
 
Augustine was the first church Father, in either the East or the West, who 
said that the decision, as to the extent of the canon, was the right of the 
church. In other words, no matter what the history of the canon among 
the Jews may have been, including the usage of the Lord Jesus and the 
apostles, the church, which was now some eight centuries removed from 
the composition of the last of the Old Testament books, had the right to 
determine its extent.  
 
The councils of Rome, Hippo, and Carthage concurred with the position 
of Augustine and included the Old Testament Apocrypha with the Old 
Testament canon. The decisions of these councils was confirmed by Pope 
Damascus (for Rome), and Innocent I (for Hippo and Carthage). This 
basically settled the issue in the West for the next thousand years. 
 
From The Fifth Century Until The Protestant Reformation 
 
The view of Augustine about the Old Testament Apocrypha was also 
sanctioned in the late fifth and early sixth century by Pope Gelasius and 
Pope Hormisidas. Each of these men, in their position as Bishop of Rome, 
produced a list of canonical books which included the Old Testament 
Apocrypha.  
 
During this historical period, we also find that a number of other Roman 
Catholic authorities, including Thomas Aquinas, concurred with this view 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha. Furthermore, they insisted that the 
church had the right to add these writings to the canon though they were 
not accepted by the Jews, Jesus or His apostles as Holy Scripture. Thus, for 
the next one thousand years, the church in the West read these Old 
Testament apocryphal books alongside the authoritative Scripture. They 
usually did this without making any distinction between them.  
 
However, this is not to say that everyone during this period accepted these 
books as part of the Old Testament Scripture. To the contrary, there is 
evidence that the most learned scholars and church leaders of that era 
actually rejected the idea that these writings of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha were truly part of Holy Scripture. While we could cite a number 
of examples, we will mention only three. 
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Pope Gregory The Great (A.D. 590-604) 
 
One of the most important testimonies against the canonicity of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha comes from a pope, Gregory the Great. He served 
as pope from A.D. 590-604.  
 
In a commentary he wrote on the Book of Job, in which he completed in 
A.D. 595 in his fifth year as the pope, Gregory stated that the Apocryphal 
Book of First Maccabees was not canonical. Not only was his statement 
never rescinded, his work, Morals on Job, became the standard commentary 
on the Book of Job during the Middle Ages for the Western Church. While 
he may have been a private theologian when he began his commentary, he 
was the Bishop of Rome, or the pope, when he completed this work.  
 
Thus, what we have here is a man who became the Bishop of Rome 
denying the canonicity of First Maccabees. This is after the council of 
Rome, the local council of Hippo and the provincial council of Carthage 
pronounced it, as well as the rest of the Old Testament Apocrypha, as 
Scripture. His words also contradict the earlier decrees by Pope Damascus 
and Pope Innocent I!  
 
Which view is correct? Who has the authority to make such a decision? 
How is anyone to know for certain whom to believe? 
 
This is not an isolated reference. Gregory’s view of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha reflected the opinion of many church leaders and theologians 
during the Middle Ages. The works, though called canonical, were not 
canonical in the sense that they were considered to be on a par with 
Scripture. They could be read in the churches but they were not to be used 
to establish doctrine. 
 
The Glossa Ordinaria 
 
The Glossa Ordinaria, or the “Ordinary Gloss,” was a compilation of 
glosses or comments which were made by the church Fathers about the 
Bible. It was the standard biblical commentary for the Western church in 
the Middle Ages. Indeed, this work was used in all theological centers 
during this period for the training of theologians. 
 
In its preface, the Glossa Ordinaria states that the church permits the 
reading of the Old Testament Apocrypha but only for devotion and 
instruction in manners—it is not to be read to establish doctrine or to 
resolve controversies.  
 
The Glossa Ordinaria repeats the statements of Jerome—there are only 
twenty-two books in the Old Testament and this does not include the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. This work consistently makes the distinction 
between the Old Testament Apocrypha and the canonical books. Since the 
Glossa Ordinaria was the official commentary on the Scripture for the 
Western Church in the Middle Ages, the statements which it makes 
concerning the Old Testament Apocrypha represent the consensus of the 
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Church. This same view of the Old Testament Apocrypha was held by 
most of the learned theologians of the Middle Ages.   
 
Cardinal Ximenes: Archbishop Of Toledo 
 
We will list one more testimony. On the eve of the Protestant Reformation, 
Cardinal Ximenes, the Archbishop of Toledo, made a distinction between 
the Old Testament Apocrypha, and the canonical Old Testament, in his 
massive work called the Complutensian Polyglot (1514-1517). We should 
note that this work was officially sanctioned by Pope Leo X as well as being 
dedicated to him.  
 
This work states in its preface that the books of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, 
Ecclesiasticus, the Maccabees and the additions to Daniel and Esther are 
not canonical Scripture. The preface then went on to say that the Church 
does not use these books for confirming any fundamental points of 
doctrine. They are only to be read for the purpose of edification.  
 
Consequently, this influential work shows that, at the beginning of the 
sixteenth century, there was still no consensus that these books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha were authoritative Scripture. The fact that the pope 
officially sanctioned this work clearly demonstrates this point. 
 
Thus, from these three examples we find that there was no unanimity of 
opinion among the leaders of the Roman Catholic Church, the theologians, 
or even the popes, that the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha should 
be considered Holy Scripture. Even before the Protestant Reformation 
began, these writings were not considered canonical, or divinely 
authoritative, by all of the church authorities.  
 
The Protestant Reformation And The Council Of Trent 
 
We now come to the Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century. The 
Protestant Reformers, led by Martin Luther, advocated going back to the 
original sources to recognize the Old Testament canon of Scripture— the 
Hebrew Old Testament.  
 
In doing so, they rejected the canonicity of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
Even as the Protestant Reformers were denying the divine status of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha, we discover certain Roman Catholic scholars 
doing the same thing. 
 
Cardinal Cajetan Denies The Authoritative  
Status Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
Far from the matter of the status of the Old Testament Apocrypha as 
having been settled, noted Roman Catholic scholars during the beginning 
of the Protestant Reformation, rejected these works as Scripture. One such 
scholar was Cardinal Cajetan. What makes his testimony all the more 
impressive is that he was the man who opposed Martin Luther at Augsburg.  
The evidence is as follows. 
 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 88 

In 1532, the Cardinal published a work titled A Commentary on all the 
Authentic Historical Books of the Old Testament. His commentary, which 
he dedicated to the pope, did not include the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
If the Cardinal believed these writings were authentic Scripture, then they 
certainly would have been included in a book on “all the authentic” books 
of the Old Testament. However, he testifies that he sided with Jerome on 
this issue! The Old Testament Apocrypha was not canonical in the sense 
of being a rule of faith and practice but rather these books were to be read 
in the church merely for edification. He put it this way: 
 

Here we close our commentaries on the historical books of the Old 
Testament. For the rest (that is, Judith, Tobit, and the books of 
Maccabees) are counted by St. Jerome out of the canonical books, and 
are placed among the Apocrypha, along with Wisdom and 
Ecclesiasticus, as is plain from the Prologus Galeatus. Nor be thou 
disturbed, like a raw scholar, if thou shouldest find anywhere, either in 
the sacred councils or the sacred doctors, these books reckoned 
canonical. For the words as well as of councils as of doctors are to be 
reduced to the correction of Jerome. Now, according to his judgment, 
in the epistle to the bishops Chromatius and Heliodorus, these books 
(and any other like books in the canon of the bible) are not canonical, 
that is, not in the nature of a rule for confirming matters of faith. Yet, 
they may be called canonical, that is, in the nature of a rule for the 
edification of the faithful, as being received and authorized in the 
canon of the bible for that purpose. By the help of this distinction thou 
mayest see thy way clear through that which Augustine says, and what 
is written in the provincial council of Carthage’ (Commentary on all 
the Authentic Historical Books of the Old Testament. These are taken 
from his comments on the final chapter of Esther. Cited by William 
Whitaker, A Disputation on Holy Scripture (Cambridge: University Press, 
1849), p. 48). 

 
Notice the way he describes this issue. First, he says that these books are 
not canonical in the sense that they should not be used to confirm matters 
of faith. He then goes on to say that they can only be called canonical in a 
secondary sense of being edifying for the faithful but not to establish 
doctrine.  
 
Finally, he claims that this is the way Augustine, as well as the council of 
Carthage, understood the term canonical to mean when they described the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha. In other words, the term 
“canonical” did not always mean divinely inspired or authoritative. Thus, 
when certain Roman Catholics had used this term to describe the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, they were using it in a general sense of a book that 
was helpful and edifying, but not necessarily authoritative! This is an 
incredible admission by a Roman Catholic cardinal. 
 
We must also remember that this Roman Catholic scholar, who dedicated 
his work to the pope, wrote this a few short years before the council of 
Trent pronounced the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as 
authoritative Scripture. The decision of Trent is in total contradiction to 
what he said was the historical view of the church! 
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The Decision Of The Council Of Trent 
 
We now come to the decree of the Council of Trent. While the councils of 
Rome (A.D. 392), Hippo (A.D. 393) and Carthage (A.D. 397) listed the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as canonical Scripture, their decisions were not 
binding upon the entire church. These councils had no universal authority 
among Roman Catholic believers. If these decisions of the councils had 
been universally considered to be binding, then the majority of theologians 
and scholars did not get the message.  
 
As we have already seen, there were written works from leading Roman 
Catholic sources, through the time of the Protestant Reformation, which 
did not include the Old Testament Apocrypha with the rest of the Old 
Testament Scripture. These councils seemingly settled nothing for the 
entire Roman Church. 
 
It is only since the Council of Trent, which met from 1546 to 1563, that 
the Old Testament Apocrypha has had an authoritative status for the entire 
Roman Church. The fact that the Council of Trent settled the issue for 
Roman Catholics is admitted by the New Catholic Encyclopedia. It says: 
 

St. Jerome distinguished between canonical books and ecclesiastical 
books. The latter he judged were circulated by the Church as good 
spiritual reading but were not recognized as authoritative Scripture. 
The situation remained unclear in the ensuing centuries...For example, 
John of Damascus, Gregory the Great, Walafrid, Nicolas of Lyra . . . 
continued to doubt the canonicity of the deuterocanonical books. 
According to Catholic doctrine, the proximate criterion of the biblical 
canon is the infallible decision of the Church. This decision was not 
given until rather late in the history of the Church at the Council of 
Trent. The Council of Trent definitively settled the matter of the Old 
Testament Canon. That this had not been done previously is apparent 
from the uncertainty that persisted up to the time of Trent (New 
Catholic Encyclopedia, Volume II, The Bible, p. 390). 

 
Unfortunately, the decision at Trent was made more than 1,900 years after 
the last book of the Old Testament was written. As we have discovered, it 
went against all of the biblical evidence as well as all of the early historical 
evidence. 
 
From The Council Of Trent To The Present 
 
The Council of Trent established once-and-for-all the authority of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha for Roman Catholics. From the time of the decision 
made by Trent, until the present, the lines have been clearly drawn.  
 
The Roman Catholic Church accepts the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as authoritative Scripture while the Protestant Church denies 
their divine authority. Either these books are part of Holy Scripture, as 
Roman Catholics and others contend, or, as the Protestants contend, they 
are mere human works in which no authoritative doctrines or practices can 
be discovered. There is no reconciling these two positions. 
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Some Further Observations About The Historical 
Evidence And The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
We would like to make a few further observations about the historical 
testimony which we have considered as well as some other historical issues 
dealing with the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
1. The Citations Of The Old Testament Apocrypha By 

Some Early Church Fathers Do Not Prove Anything  
 
One of the arguments often used in favor of the canonicity of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha is that many of the early church fathers quoted from 
these writings in the same manner as they were quoting Scripture. 
However, this is not really the case. When one closely examines the 
passages in the writings of the early church Fathers, which are supposed to 
establish the canonicity of the Old Testament Apocrypha, the evidence is 
not really there.  
 
For one thing, some of the quotations are from additions or appendices to 
Daniel, Jeremiah or Esther. This is not the same as citing the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Scripture. In citing the additions to these books, 
they were not adding further books to the Old Testament canon, they were 
accusing the Jews of omitting certain portions from the canonical writings. 
They were not accusing the Jews of deleting certain books from the canon. 
 
There is something else to consider. Often the fathers cited these works, 
not as Scripture, but as writings which contained truth. Very few of the 
fathers, in actuality, give some sort of divine authority to the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. Therefore, the exact number of specific citations of 
the church fathers, to the divine inspiration of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, is actually limited.  
 
It is also worth noting that none of the church fathers, that quoted the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Scripture, knew any Hebrew. Therefore, it seems 
they were not in a position to declare what was authoritative Scripture and 
what was not. Consequently, there is no vast number of citations of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture by the early church fathers. 
 
2. There Are Other Books Apart From The Old Testament  

Apocrypha That Are Cited As Scripture  
By Some Church Fathers 

 
The testimony of the early church Fathers is anything but uniform. While 
some of the Church Fathers, at times, cited the Old Testament Apocrypha, 
we also find that they not restrict themselves to the books that now make 
up this collection of writings. Authors such as Justin, Tertullian, and 
Clement of Alexandria occasionally cite these books which are outside the 
present Old Testament Apocrypha—especially the Book of Enoch and 
First Esdras (also known as Third Esdras).  
 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 91 

Since these works are rejected as Scripture by Roman Catholics, what are 
we to make of these authorities citing them in this manner? Should we also 
consider these books as canonical?   
 
Again, we must remember, that not every church Father, which accepted 
the Old Testament Apocrypha as canonical, had exactly the same list of 
books in mind. This adds to the problem as to what is the specific content 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
We can summarize it in this manner. Along with the acceptance of the 
traditional Old Testament, some early Fathers did not accept the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Scripture, though they accepted these writings as 
helpful to the church. There were still others who not only accepted the 
Old Testament Apocrypha, in some sense, but they also accepted other 
additional books as well. The historical usage by the early church fathers is 
not consistent. 
 
3. Some Christians Had A Wider Definition Of The Canon 
 
We must also remember that some people had a wider definition of the 
canon than the usual way the term is understood—divinely inspired 
authoritative Scripture. To them, the canon did not merely contain the 
divinely inspired books, it also contained other books which were read in 
the church and were helpful for believers.  
 
This is the explanation that Cardinal Cajetan gave in clearing up the 
seemingly different views of Augustine and Jerome. According to the 
Cardinal, they were not contradicting one another. Augustine, when he said 
the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were to be included in the 
canon, meant that these books could be read in the church along with the 
authoritative books. He did not mean that these books could be used to 
establish doctrine.  
 
The learned Cardinal also understood the Council of Carthage to mean the 
same thing when they added these books to the canon. Therefore, the word 
canon was used in both a wide sense and in a narrow sense. 
 
4. The Early Greek Manuscripts Are Not Decisive  

To Establish The Old Testament Canon 
 
Some people argue that the existing manuscripts of the Septuagint 
translation prove that the Old Testament Apocrypha was part of the canon. 
They reckon that since these works were included in the Septuagint, they 
were considered to be Holy Scripture. 
 
While we have briefly touched on this issue when we answered the previous 
question, it is helpful that we explain it here in a little more detail.  
 
The fact that some of the books from the Old Testament Apocrypha are 
found in early Greek manuscripts of the Bible is not decisive as some 
people contend. These manuscripts also contain other written works that 
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are neither part of the Scripture, nor part of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha—everyone rejects them as having any divine authority.  
 
Furthermore, in the three most important Greek manuscripts which 
contain some of these writings, the order and the contents of the books 
are always different. We can list them as follows. 

 
In Codex Vaticanus we find: Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Judith, Tobit, 
Baruch, and the Letter of Jeremiah. 
 
In Codex Sinaiticus the list reads: Tobit, Judith, First Maccabees, Fourth 
Maccabees, Wisdom, and Ecclesiasticus. 
 
In Codex Alexandrinus the order is: Tobit, Judith, First Maccabees, Second 
Maccabees, Third Maccabees, Fourth Maccabees, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, 
and the Psalms of Solomon. 
 
Therefore, these existing manuscripts of the Septuagint are not uniform in 
their listing of Old Testament Apocrypha. They either omit books accepted 
by the Roman Catholic Church or include books which are not part of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
For example, we find that Codex Vaticanus does not contain Second 
Maccabees or The Prayer of Manasseh. However, it does include Psalm 
151 and 1 Esdras. 
 
Codex Sinaiticus omits Second Maccabees and Baruch, but it includes 
Psalm 151, First Esdras and Fourth Maccabees. 
 
Codex Alexandrinus includes Psalm 151, 1 Esdras, the Psalms of Solomon 
and Third and Fourth Maccabees. 
 
Note that none of these Greek manuscripts contain all of the books of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. In fact, only four (Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, and 
Ecclesiasticus) are found in all of them. Thus, no Greek manuscript has 
the exact list of Old Testament Apocryphal books accepted by the Council 
of Trent.   
 
If someone points to the inclusion of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
among these early manuscripts as proof of their divine authority, then what 
do they do with these other works? Should they also be added to the Old 
Testament as well?  
 
Therefore, these early Greek manuscripts are not a testimony to the 
canonical status of the Old Testament Apocrypha. However, we should 
recognize that all of the books of the Hebrew Old Testament were included 
in each of these manuscripts. Thus, the only conclusion we can make for 
certain from these manuscripts is that the traditional Old Testament books 
belonged in Holy Scripture. Nothing else. 
 
As we mentioned in answering our previous question, the fact that certain 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were contained in Greek 
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manuscripts of the 4th century A.D. does not prove they were part of the 
canon at the time of Christ. Thus, the early Greek manuscripts do not, in 
any way, give evidence of the divine status of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha.  
 
As we have also noted, first-century Jewish writers Josephus and Philo used 
the Septuagint extensively. Yet from their writings we discover that they 
did not consider the Old Testament Apocrypha as a part of Holy Scripture 
 
5. The Old Testament Apocrypha Is Not A Well-Defined Unit 
 
One of the main problems with accepting the Old Testament Apocrypha 
as Holy Scripture is that it is not a well-defined unit. For example, the Latin 
Vulgate, which was the official translation of the Roman Catholic Church 
for over a thousand years, contains three books that are not part of the Old 
Testament, or the Old Testament Apocrypha—First and Second Esdras 
and the Prayer of Manasseh.  
 
In fact, First and Second Esdras are found in most Latin manuscripts that 
contain the Old Testament.  
 
In addition, these three works were placed with the Old Testament 
Apocrypha when the first edition of the King James Version was printed. 
This edition contained the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
The Eastern Orthodox Church, as well as the Russian Orthodox Church, 
do accept these three works as Scripture. 
 
However, the Roman Catholic Church does not call these three books 
Scripture. Sometimes these three books are printed as an appendix to 
Roman Catholic Bibles after the New Testament. Sometimes they are 
omitted entirely. There is no consistency as how to treat these three 
writings. This adds to the confusion over the status of these books. 
 
6. The Eastern Orthodox Church Is Ambiguous  

About The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
Some defenders of the Old Testament Apocrypha cite the Greek 
Orthodox Church, or Eastern Orthodox Church, as confirming their 
canonical status.  
 
However, the Greek Church has not always accepted the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as Holy Scripture. Actually, it has given conflicting positions. 
While these books were declared canonical by a number of different 
synods, Constantinople (1638), Jaffa (1642), and Jerusalem (1672), in 1839 
their Larger Catechism omitted the Old Testament Apocrypha as part of 
Scripture. They did this on the basis that these books did not exist in the 
Hebrew Bible.  
 
Therefore, the Greek Church is not a consistent witness to the status of 
these writings. 
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Concluding Observations On The 
Additions Of These Writings To The Canon 
 
Our survey has briefly summed up the use of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha by the church. From it, we noted why a number of additional 
books, and additions to books, eventually found their way into the Old 
Testament canon by certain Christians. We can sum this up as follows. 
 
1. There Were Writings Added Because  

Of Mistaken Authorship 
 
The first category consists of books whose authorship was mistaken. These 
writings were incorrectly assumed to be part of the original Hebrew canon 
but were supposedly removed from the biblical books by the Jews. These 
include additions to Esther, Daniel and Jeremiah. Believers in both the East 
and the West added these portions to the existing Old Testament.  
 
However, in doing this, they were not adding to the total number of Old 
Testament books, they were assuming they were restoring the original 
contents to these writings.  
 
At times, other believers mistakenly assumed that the Book of Wisdom, 
and in some cases the Book of Sirach, was actually written by King 
Solomon. Consequently, they were added to the canon because it was 
thought that Solomon was the genuine author. Again, we have an example 
of mistaken authorship. 
 
2. There Were Books Added Because Of The  

Authority Of The Church 
 
Second, there were works which were recognized as not having been 
accepted as canonical by the Jews but were considered as authoritative by 
the church. This includes Judith, Tobit, Wisdom, Sirach and First and 
Second Maccabees. Those who argued for their inclusion were not 
concerned about the identity of the human author of the book. Rather their 
acceptance was based upon the authority of the church to make the 
ultimate decision on the issue. They claimed that it was the right of the 
church to include these works based upon its authority to make infallible 
decisions. 
 
Conclusion: The Historical Usage By Believers Does Not  
Demonstrate The Authority Of These Writings 
 
The Roman Catholic appeal to the testimony of history does not provide 
decisive evidence for the divine authority of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. To the contrary, it provides no evidence whatsoever.  
 
What the historical evidence does show is that from the beginning, the 
church knew the extent of the Jewish canon—the same canon used by 
Christ and by His Apostles. Most leaders chose to accept it as the only 
divinely authoritative writings from the Old Testament period.  
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Others, however, for totally inadequate reasons, added the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, merely human writings, to the divine canon of Holy Scripture. 
This was a tragic mistake. 
 
Summary To Question 6  
What Has Been The Historical View Of  
The Church Toward The Old Testament Apocrypha? 
 
The Roman Catholic Church claims that the history of the church, in 
general, testifies to the authoritative status of the books which make up the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. These writings, along with the traditional 
books of the Hebrew canon, were supposedly continuously accepted as 
divinely authoritative by the leaders of the church. This is not true.  
 
As we look at the evidence, we find that there are a number of early lists, 
which have come down to us, from both the East and the West. In these 
lists, the books of the Old Testament are specifically listed. What we learn 
from these lists is that there was a general consensus among Christians as 
to the extent of the Old Testament. It was the same as the Hebrew canon; 
twenty-two books. The only traditional book that was doubted was Esther.  
 
In the East, certain additions were added to the existing books of Daniel, 
Esther, and Jeremiah by some of the Church Fathers. They did so by 
mistakenly thinking that the Jews had deleted portions from these books. 
However, no stand-alone books were added to the Hebrew canon. 
 
In the West, some of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha began 
to show up on some of the lists in the fourth century. However, when 
Jerome translated the Old Testament Scripture into Latin, he ignored the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as well as the additions to Daniel, 
Esther and Jeremiah. This scholar realized these writings were not part of 
the Hebrew canon. He was criticized by some for not including these 
books which had become popular with the people. 
 
The next major figure is Augustine. He produced a canonical list which 
contained the Old Testament Apocrypha along with the universally 
recognized Old Testament books. Although he realized that the Jews did 
not recognize these books as Scripture, he believed the church had the right 
to add them to the canon. However, as we clearly saw from the Scripture, 
the right to determine the Old Testament canon belonged to the Jews and 
to them alone—not to the New Testament Church. 
 
Nevertheless, the councils of Rome, Hippo, and Carthage agreed with the 
viewpoint of Augustine—the Old Testament Apocrypha was considered 
to be a part of the Old Testament canon. Two popes soon confirmed their 
decisions. For the Western church, the Old Testament Apocrypha was 
reckoned as part of the canon. 
 
For the next one thousand years, the issue was not really debated. 
However, the great majority of learned scholars and theologians, like 
Jerome, made the distinction, between the Old Testament Apocrypha and 
the authoritative Old Testament writings.  
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During the Protestant Reformation, Luther and the reformers insisted that 
all doctrine must come from Scripture alone, and Scripture did not include 
the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
In response to Luther, the council of Trent convened and resolved that the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were to be considered as Holy 
Scripture. This is how the issue stands today—the Roman Church accepts 
these books as divinely authoritative while Protestants reject the idea that 
they have any authority whatsoever. The acceptance of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha seems to have been more of a concession to the popular usage 
of these works rather than to biblical and historical evidence. As we noted, 
there are not any convincing reasons as to why these additions to biblical 
books, or complete books, should be included in Scripture.  
 
Indeed, leading Roman Catholic scholars, theologians, cardinals and even 
popes, until the council of Trent, rejected the divine authority of these 
ancient writings. If nothing else, this demonstrates that the historical view 
of the church toward these ancient writings does not give us any 
undisputed testimony to their divine character.  
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Question 7 
 

Does The Old Testament Apocrypha 
Give Evidence Of Being Holy Scripture? 

 
The Roman Catholic Church claims the Old Testament Apocrypha has the 
right to be received as part of Holy Scripture. It claims that these writings, 
when properly understood, do not contradict the rest of the Bible but 
actually are consistent with everything else which is taught in God’s Holy 
Word.  
 
We also find others in the church saying that the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, while not Scripture, is useful for study because it teaches 
nothing contrary to Scripture. However, as we shall see, the evidence leads 
us to conclude that neither of these statements are true.  
 
There are a number of reasons as to why the Books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha do not meet the standard of Holy Scripture. They are as 
follows:  
 
The Old Testament Apocrypha Is Not Necessary 
   
The first point we wish to make is that the Old Testament Apocrypha is 
unnecessary. We discover this by looking at the conclusion of Old 
Testament history and the beginning of New Testament history.  
 
Chronologically, the last book of the Old Testament prophets is the Book 
of Malachi. Interestingly, we find that the final sentences in his divinely 
inspired writing prepare the people of God for the next revelation that is 
to come. It says: 
 

Remember the instruction of Moses My servant, the statutes and 
ordinances I commanded him at Horeb for all Israel. Look, I am going 
to send you Elijah the prophet before the great and awesome Day of 
the Lord comes. And he will turn the hearts of fathers to [their] 
children and the hearts of children to their fathers. Otherwise, I will 
come and strike the land with a curse (Malachi 4:4-6 CSB). 

 
According to this promise, which chronologically ends the Old Testament 
revelation, the next thing to occur as far as biblical history is concerned, is 
that the Lord was going to send the prophet Elijah to His people. This 
passage also said that if they rejected the message of Elijah, the Lord, would 
then judge the people as well as their land. 
 
When the New Testament period begins, as the Lord once again speaks to 
humanity, it was to fulfill Malachi’s prophecy. New Testament history starts 
with the angel Gabriel appearing to a man named Zechariah and 
announcing that he and his wife Elizabeth will have a son. This son will 
come to the people of Israel in the spirit and power of Elijah. The Bible 
explains it this way: 
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But the angel said to him, “Do not be afraid, Zechariah, for your prayer 
has been heard, and your wife Elizabeth will bear you a son; you will 
name him John.  . . . And he will go as forerunner before the Lord in 
the spirit and power of Elijah, to turn the hearts of the fathers back to 
their children and the disobedient to the wisdom of the just, to make 
ready for the Lord a people prepared for him” (Luke 1:13,17 NET). 

 
In speaking to Zechariah, the angel Gabriel cites this prophecy of 
Malachi—the child of Zechariah and Elizabeth will fulfill this prediction. 
The fulfillment of the promise of the coming of Elijah links the end of the 
history of the Old Testament with the beginning of the history of the New 
Testament. We have the promise and then the fulfillment.  
 
Thus, the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha, written in these 
intervening years, are not necessary.  
 
They add nothing to the final promise recorded in the Old Testament.  
 
Indeed, the fact that there was no divinely inspired prophet in these 
intervening years is actually admitted by the writer of the one apocryphal 
books! The author of First Maccabees, writing around the year 100 B.C., 
and describing events which occurred around 165 B.C., acknowledges that 
it had been a long time since a genuine prophet had come to Israel. We 
read: 
 

So there was great distress in Israel, such as had not been since the 
time that prophets ceased to appear among them (First Maccabees 9:27 
NRSV). 

 
Biblical history ended around 400 B.C. at the time of Nehemiah and the 
last of the writings prophets—Malachi. The Old Testament Apocrypha, 
written after God ceased speaking to the people through His prophets, 
contributes nothing to the biblical story. This was a period when the Lord 
was silent.  
 
The next time He would speak to humanity would be to announce to the 
world the coming of Elijah. He would be the person who would prepare 
the way for the One whom the Law and Prophets looked forward—the 
Messiah, Jesus of Nazareth. 
 
Indeed, in the New Testament, when references are made to past events 
and persons, the references only cover the Old Testament period. The time 
period between the testaments, when the Old Testament Apocrypha was 
written, is seemingly ignored by the New Testament writers. 
   
The Old Testament Apocrypha Has Doctrines And 
Practices Which Contradict Holy Scripture 
 
Not only is the Old Testament Apocrypha unnecessary, there are doctrines 
and practices contained in these writings that are contrary to what the 
Scripture teaches. They include the following. 
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1. They Teach That A Person Is Saved By Works 
 
In the Old Testament Apocrypha, proof texts can be found to support the 
Roman Catholic doctrine of justification by human works and not by faith 
alone. The Book of Tobit says giving of alms can wipe out sin: 
 

Almsgiving preserves from death and wipes out sin. Givers of alms 
will enjoy a full life (Tobit 12:9 REB). 

 
In another place in the Book of Tobit, it says the following about what 
happened to a man named Ahikar who gave alms: 
 

Because he gave alms, Ahikar escaped from a deadly trap . . . See what 
comes of almsgiving, my children, and what comes of wickedness, 
death! (Tobit 14:11 REB). 

 
In the Book of First Maccabees, it says: 
 

Was not Abraham found faithful when tested, and it was reckoned to 
him as righteousness (First Maccabees 2:52 NRSV). 

 
This seems to teach that Abraham’s faithfulness is what made him 
righteous.  
 
In the Book of Ecclesiasticus, or Sirach, it says this about atonement for 
sin: 
 

Respect for a father atones for sins . . . As water quenches a blazing 
fire, so almsgiving atones for sin (Ecclesiasticus 3:3,30 REB). 

 
According to these passages, sin can be wiped out through human works.  
 
The Bible, on the other hand, says that a person is saved by grace through 
faith. It is not based upon our good works. Paul wrote to the Ephesians:  
 

For by grace you are saved through faith, and this is not of yourselves, 
it is the gift of God; it is not of works, so that no one can boast 
(Ephesians 2:8,9 NET). 

 
Jesus explained what the work of God actually consisted of. We read about 
this in the Gospel of John: 
 

Jesus answered, “The work of God is this: to believe in the one he has 
sent” (John 6:29 NIV). 

 
The work of God consists of belief in Jesus Christ—it is not something 
that we do.  
 
Therefore, we find a different doctrine of salvation in the Old Testament 
Apocrypha than what is taught in the Bible. There is no way to reconcile 
the two. Either we are saved by faith plus our good works or by faith alone. 
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2. The Non-biblical Doctrine Of Purgatory  
Is Taught In The Old Testament Apocrypha 

 
The doctrine of purgatory, a place of purging for believers which is 
somewhere between earth and heaven, is derived from the teaching of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha. We read the following description in Second 
Maccabees: 
 

So they all blessed the ways of the Lord, the righteous judge, who 
reveals the things that are hidden; and they turned to supplication, 
praying that the sin that had been committed might be wholly blotted 
out. The noble Judas exhorted the people to keep themselves free from 
sin, for they had seen with their own eyes what had happened as the 
result of the sin of those who had fallen. He also took up a collection, 
man by man, to the amount of two thousand drachmas of silver, and 
sent it to Jerusalem to provide for a sin offering. In doing this he acted 
very well and honorably, taking account of the resurrection. For if he 
were not expecting that those who had fallen would rise again, it would 
have been superfluous and foolish to pray for the dead.  But if he was 
looking to the splendid reward that is laid up for those who fall asleep 
in godliness, it was a holy and pious thought. Therefore he made 
atonement for the dead, so that they might be delivered from their sin 
(Second Maccabees 12:41-45 NRSV).    

 
Here we have an example of the living praying for the dead as well as 
making atonement for their sin. The idea is that the dead can benefit from 
the prayers, as well as the good deeds, of the living.  
 
We should note that the doctrine of purgatory is not actually taught in this 
passage. There is nothing said about the righteous dead suffering or being 
purged of their sin.   
 
However, the Bible teaches that, upon death, one either goes to be with 
the Lord, or is sent away from Him—there is no middle place between 
earth and heaven. Paul wrote: 
 

Therefore, though we are always confident and know that while we are 
at home in the body we are away from the Lord-- for we walk by faith, 
not by sight-- yet we are confident and satisfied to be out of the body 
and at home with the Lord (2 Corinthians 5:6-8 CSB). 

 
The translation, God’s Word, puts it this way: 
 

So we are always confident. We know that as long as we are living in 
these bodies, we are living away from the Lord. Indeed, our lives are 
guided by faith, not by sight. We are confident and prefer to live away 
from this body and to live with the Lord (2 Corinthians 5:6-8 God’s 
Word). 

 
To live away from this body is to live with the Lord—not in some place of 
purging. 
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The writer to the Hebrews said: 
 

Just as man is destined to die once, and after that to face judgment 
(Hebrews 9:27 NIV). 

 
After death comes judgment. We find no examples in Scripture of any 
person praying for the soul of someone who has already died nor doing 
any good deed which would help that person escape purgatory. Purgatory 
does not exist. There is no waiting place between heaven and earth. 
 
Interestingly, the modern discussion about the Old Testament Apocrypha 
goes back to a dispute over this passage in Second Maccabees.  
 
In 1519, Martin Luther was debating Johannes Eck at Leipzig, Germany. 
Luther admitted that Eck had correctly cited the passage in Second 
Maccabees which encouraged praying for the dead.  
 
However, Luther denied that Second Maccabees, as well as the other Old 
Testament apocryphal books, were part of the Old Testament canon. This 
set the stage for the modern debate on the issue. 
 
3. According To The Old Testament Apocrypha,  

God Hears The Prayers Of The Dead 
 
Not only are believers encouraged to pray for the dead in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, we are also told that the dead actually pray for the 
living!  
 
We find the Book of Baruch teaching that God hears the prayers of those 
who have died. It says the following: 
 

O Lord Almighty, God of Israel, hear now the prayer of the dead of 
Israel, the children of those who sinned before you, who did not heed 
the voice of the Lord their God, so that calamities have clung to us 
(Baruch 3:4 NRSV). 

 
The dead do not pray for the living. They do not pray for anyone! Only the 
living people upon the earth pray for the other living ones on the earth. 
Prayer is from the living and for the living. The dead do not pray neither 
can they be helped by our prayers. 
 
4. The Old Testament Apocrypha Teaches  

The Pre-existence Of Souls  
 
The doctrine of the pre-existence of souls seems to be found in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. We read in the Book of Wisdom: 
 

As a child I was naturally gifted, and a good soul fell to my lot; or 
rather, being good, I entered an undefiled body (Wisdom 8:19,20 
NRSV). 
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Scripture does not teach that souls have any separate existence before they 
are united into a body.  The soul, or spirit, only comes into existence at the 
time of conception. 
 
5. The Old Testament Apocrypha Teaches  

Creation Out Of Pre-Existent Matter  
 
The doctrine of creation out of pre-existent matter is taught in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. We read the following in the Book of Wisdom: 
 

For your all-powerful hand, which created the world out of formless 
matter, did not lack the means to send upon them a multitude of bears, 
or bold lions (Wisdom 11:17 NRSV). 

 
The Bible says that God’s creation of the universe was out of nothing—
there was no pre-existing matter. The writer to the Hebrews stated it as 
follows: 
 

By faith we understand that the universe was formed at God’s 
command, so that what is seen was not made out of what was visible 
(Hebrews 11:3 NIV). 

 
God spoke and the universe came into existence—there was no pre-
existing matter which He used.  
 
6. The Old Testament Apocrypha Says  

The Body Weighs Down The Soul 
 
The idea of the body as a weight upon the soul is found in the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. The thought is that the human body is somehow 
evil. Again, we read in the Book of Wisdom: 
 

For a perishable body weighs down the soul, and this earthy tent 
burdens the thoughtful mind (Wisdom 9:15 NRSV).  

 
The doctrine that the body weighs down the soul is not biblical—the body 
is not evil. 
 
7. Sirach Teaches That We Should Not Help Sinners 
 
We are told in the Book of Sirach that believers should not help sinners. 
We read the following admonitions: 
 

Give to the devout, but do not help the sinner. Do good to the humble, 
but do not give to the ungodly; hold back their bread, and do not give 
it to them, for by means of it they might subdue you; then you will 
receive twice as much evil for all the good you have done to them. For 
the Most High also hates sinners and will inflict punishment on the 
ungodly. Give to the one who is good, but do not help the sinner 
(Sirach 12:3-7 NRSV). 
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These instructions are in direct contradiction to the teachings of the Lord 
Jesus. Listen to what He said: 
 

You have heard that it was said, You shall love your neighbor and hate 
your enemy. But I tell you, love your enemies, and pray for those who 
persecute you, so that you may be sons of your Father in heaven. For 
He causes His sun to rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on 
the righteous and the unrighteous. For if you love those who love you, 
what reward will you have? Don’t even the tax collectors do the same? 
And if you greet only your brothers, what are you doing out of the 
ordinary? Don’t even the Gentiles do the same? (Matthew 5:43-47 
CSB). 

 
It is clear that the so-called wisdom found in Sirach directly contradicts the 
teachings of the Lord Jesus.   
 
8. Second Esdras Says The World Was  

Created For The Sake Of Israel 
 
While the Roman Catholic Church does not accept Second Esdras as part 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha, the Greek Orthodox Church, Russian 
Orthodox Church, and other ancient communities do. According to the 
Book of Second Esdras, the world was created for the nation Israel. It reads 
as follows: 
 

All this have I spoken before thee, O Lord, because you made the 
world for our sakes (2 Esdras 6:55 NRSV). 

 
The Bible says world was created for God’s glory and purposes—not for 
any nation on the earth. This is another example of an error in these books. 
 
All of these doctrines that we have just listed are contrary to the teaching 
of Holy Scripture. They cannot be reconciled with what is taught in God’s 
Word. 
 
The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
Contradict Each Other 
 
Not only are there theological and historical errors that are found the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha, there are also contradictions between 
the various books. This can be readily seen in the comparison between the 
Books of First and the Book of Second Maccabees. They include the 
following contradictions: 
 
1. Was The Defeat Of Lysias Before Or  

After The Death Of Timothy 
 
First Maccabees says the defeat of Lysias was after the death of Timothy 
(4:26-35). However, Second Maccabees says this occurred before the death 
of Timothy (2 Maccabees 10:37-11:12). 
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2. How Did The King Die? 
 
Second Maccabees says the king was struck with a terrible physical ailment 
and died from it (2 Maccabees 9:5-12).  
 
This contradicts what is written in 1 Maccabees 6:8-9 which says he died 
from disappointment: 
 

When the king heard this news, he was astounded and badly shaken. 
He took to his bed and became sick from disappointment, because 
things had not turned out for him as he had planned. He lay there for 
many days, because deep disappointment continually gripped him, and 
he realized that he was dying (1 Maccabees 6:8-9 NRSV). 

 
The King then said: 
 

I know that it is because of this that these misfortunes have come upon 
me; here I am, perishing of bitter disappointment in a strange land (1 
Maccabees 6:13 NRSV). 

 
This is another contradiction. 
 
3. Did The Jews Flee In Terror Or Triumph? 
 
In another example, Second Maccabees 13:16 contradicts First Maccabees 
6:47 concerning whether or not the Jews fled in terror, or withdrew in 
triumph.   
 
According to Second Maccabees they withdrew in triumph:  
 

In the end they filled the camp with terror and confusion and withdrew 
in triumph (Second Maccabees 13:16 NRSV). 

 
However, it says something different in First Maccabees: 
 

When the Jews saw the royal might and the fierce attack of the forces, 
they turned away in flight (First Maccabees 6:47 NRSV). 

 
As we have observed, the contradictions between these two books are 
numerous. They both cannot be true at the same time. 
 
There Are Demonstrable Historical And Geographical 
Errors In The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
The Old Testament Apocrypha not only contains theological errors, it also 
contains demonstrable historical errors. We can cite a number of examples. 
 
1. There Are Errors In The Book Of Tobit 
 
According to the first chapter of the Book of Tobit, Tobit was supposedly 
alive when Jeroboam staged his revolt in 931 B.C. It says: 
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I, Tobit, walked in the ways of truth and righteousness all the days of 
my life. I performed many acts of charity for my kindred and my 
people who had gone with me in exile to Nineveh in the land of the 
Assyrians. When I was in my own country, in the land of Israel, while 
I was still a young man, the whole tribe of my ancestor Naphtali 
deserted the house of David and Jerusalem. This city had been chosen 
from among all the tribes of Israel, where all the tribes of Israel should 
offer sacrifice and where the temple, the dwelling of God, had been 
consecrated and established for all generations forever. All my kindred 
and our ancestral house of Naphtali sacrificed to the calf that King 
Jeroboam of Israel had erected in Dan and on all the mountains of 
Galilee (Tobit 1:3-5 NRSV). 

 
This text also says that Tobit was still alive when the Assyrians captured 
the northern kingdom of Israel in 721 B.C. This means that he lived over 
two hundred years!  
 
However, the Book of Tobit says he lived only 112 years. We read the 
following: 
 

So ended Tobit’s words of praise. Tobit died in peace when he was 
one hundred twelve years old, and was buried with great honor in 
Nineveh (Tobit 14:1,2 NRSV).  

 
This is an obvious contradiction. Those who believe in an inerrant 
Scripture cannot accept the Old Testament Apocrypha as God’s Word. 
 
2. There Are Numerous Errors In The Book Of Judith 
 
Another example of a clear error can be found in the opening verse of the 
Book of Judith. It says the following: 
 

It was the twelfth year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, who ruled over 
the Assyrians in the great city of Nineveh. In those days Arphaxad 
ruled over the Medes in Ecbatana (Judith 1:1 NRSV). 

 
There are two historical errors in this verse. Nebuchadnezzar was the ruler 
over the Babylonians, not the Assyrians, and he ruled from Babylon, not 
Nineveh. Nineveh fell to Babylon seven years before Nebuchadnezzar 
ruled. Consequently, the very first verse of this work shows its non-biblical 
character. 
 
According to the Book of Judith, Nineveh supposedly fell when the Jews 
had returned from captivity in Babylon, when in actuality, they were still 
being deported to Babylon when this occurred.  
 
Other historical errors are found in this book. Nebuchadnezzar did not 
capture Ecbatana (1:4) or make war on Media (1:7). The rebuilding of the 
temple occurs a century too early (4:13) 
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Furthermore, the Jews are represented as being governed by a High Priest 
in the Book of Judith. This did not actually occur until hundreds of years 
after these events supposedly took place.  
 
In Judith, we are told that Holofernes moves an immense army almost 
three hundred miles in only three days. These errors clearly show the non-
biblical character of this writing. 
 
3. There Are Errors In Second Esdras 
 
Second Esdras, a book not accepted as part of the Old Testament by the 
Roman Catholic Church but received by other ancient communities as part 
of the Old Testament. It has a number of errors in it. For example, we find 
the Lord making geographical error in Second Esdras! The writer has Him 
saying the following: 
 

All the nations have I destroyed before them, and in the east I have 
scattered the people of two provinces, even of Tyrus and Sidon, and 
have slain all their enemies (2 Esdras 1:11 NRSV). 

 
Tyre and Sidon are west of the Media Persian Empire, not east as stated in 
Second Esdras. The Lord God does not make geographical errors. 
 
This work also says God created the earth as 1/7th water. We read the 
following words: 
 

Upon the third day you did command that the waters should be 
gathered in the seventh part of the earth: six parts hast you dried up, 
and kept them, to the intent that of these some being planted of God 
and tilled might serve you (2 Esdras 6:42 NRSV). 

 
However, water makes up about 70% of the surface of the earth—not one 
seventh.  
 
4. There Are Errors In The Additions To The Book Of Esther 
 
According to the additions to Esther, Mordecai was taken captive in 597 
B.C. but his dream did not occur until 485 B.C. That would make him at 
least 112 years old. There is no indication in Scripture that he lived this 
long.  
 
5. There Are Errors In Bel And The Dragon 
 
The Book of Bel and the Dragon, or Bel and the Snake, records a visit of 
the prophet Habakkuk to Daniel. It records it as follows: 
 

The prophet Habakkuk, who was in Judea, had made a stew; he broke 
bread into the bowl, and he was on the way to his field, carrying it to 
the reapers, when an angel of the Lord said to him, ‘Habakkuk, carry 
that meal you have to Babylon for Daniel, who is in the lion-pit’ (Bel 
and the Snake 11:33,34 REB). 

 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 107 

Habakkuk lived and wrote some 75 years before the time of Daniel. It is 
not very likely that he would have been alive at that time. 
 
6. Historical Errors In First Maccabees 
 
While First Maccabees generally has reliable information, we also find 
historical errors in this work.  
 
For example, the writer, in explaining the route taken by Antiochus IV, 
says he went by the road to Gilgal: 
 

They went by the road that leads to Gilgal and encamped against 
Mesaloth in Arbela, and they took it and killed many people (First 
Maccabees 9:2 NRSV). 

 
First century historian Flavius Josephus says Antiochus took the road to 
Galilee, not Gilgal (Antiquities 12:11.1).  
 
While First Maccabees is generally a reliable account of the Maccabean 
period it seems that it is in error in this particular instance. 
 
7. Historical Errors In Second Maccabees 
 
The Second book of Maccabees also contains a number of historical errors. 
For one thing, it speaks of the nation Israel being led captive to Persia: 
 

For when our ancestors were being led captive to Persia, the pious 
priests of that time took some of the fire of the altar and secretly hid 
it in the hollow of a dry cistern, where they took such precautions that 
the place was unknown to anyone (2 Maccabees 1:19 NRSV). 

 
However, the nation was led captive to Babylon, not Persia. Persia 
conquered Babylon.  
 
Conclusion:  It Is Not Possible To Defend The Historical 
Accuracy Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
While it is possible for Bible scholars, using the most up-to-date 
archaeological knowledge, to defend the historical accuracy of the books 
of the Bible, it is not possible to argue for the historical accuracy of the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha. The books have demonstrable 
errors that cannot be reconciled. 
 
The evidence shows that eleven out of the fifteen books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, which includes the Septuagint plus, have either 
historical or theological errors.  
 
Therefore, we find the Old Testament Apocrypha with errors in theology, 
errors in history, and contradictions between the various books. Each of 
these three things disqualifies it as being part of God’s holy Word.  
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1. There Is No Objective Evidence Of Divine  
Authority In The Apocrypha 

 
The books of the Old Testament Apocrypha do not contain anything like 
predictive prophecy, or the firsthand testimony of miracles, that would give 
evidence of their divine authority. If God divinely inspired these books, 
then we should expect to see some internal evidence confirming it. But 
there is none. There is no objective evidence of any type of divine authority 
in any of these books. 
 
2. None Of The Books Of The Old Testament  

Apocrypha Claim Divine Authority 
 
From the documents themselves we find no claim of divine authority. 
There is not one instance in any of the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha where an author claims God’s authority is behind the things 
that are written.  
 
Nowhere do we find the author saying such things as, “Thus says the Lord” 
or “The Word of the Lord came to.”  
 
Therefore, it is not logical to attribute God’s authority to the books of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha when they themselves make no claim to divine 
authority. In fact, we find statements in the Old Testament Apocrypha that 
seemingly rule themselves as being divinely inspired.  
 
For example, we note the following admissions in Second Maccabees. First, 
the writer says that his work is merely a summary, or an abridgement of the 
work of Jason the Cyrene: 
 

All this, which has been set forth by Jason of Cyrene in five volumes, 
we shall attempt to condense into a single book (2 Maccabees 2:23 
NRSV). 

 
The writer admits that he is merely summarizing the work of another 
person. 
 
Not only is this writing an abridgement of the work of someone else, the 
author also laments about the quality of his job of summarization. He 
wrote:  
 

This, then, is how matters turned out with Nicanor, and from that time 
the city has been in the possession of the Hebrews. So I will here end 
my story. If it is well told and to the point, that is what I myself desired; 
if it is poorly done and mediocre, that was the best I could do (2 
Maccabees 15:37,38 NRSV). 

 
He apologizes, ahead of time, if his work turns out to be poorly done. What 
a contrast between these words and the words of the divinely inspired 
biblical authors! Every Old Testament book, with the exception of the 
Book of Esther, has some sort of claim in it. Each work was either written 
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by a prophet or one who was under God’s divine authority. Indeed, the 
authority of these writings is evident. 
 
We also find this statement in the Book of Sirach: 
 

Instruction in understanding and knowledge I have written in this 
book, Jesus son of Eleazar son of Sirach of Jerusalem, whose mind 
poured forth wisdom (Sirach 50:47 NRSV). 

 
The wisdom found in Sirach came from his own mind. There is no claim 
of divine inspiration. Indeed, his grandson, who translated this work from 
Hebrew to Greek, makes the distinction between the sacred writings, the 
Law and the Prophets, and his grandfather’s work. This is another 
indication of the lack of divine inspiration in these writings. 
 
3. The Writers Of The Old Testament Apocrypha  

Recognized The Old Testament Canon 
 
There is something else. The books of the Old Testament Apocrypha, 
though not claiming divine authority for themselves, recognize the divine 
authority of the Hebrew canon. There are many examples of this. 
 
We read in Ecclesiasticus of the encouragement to follow God’s covenant: 
 

Remember the commandments, and do not be angry with your 
neighbor; remember the covenant of the Most High, and overlook 
faults (Ecclesiasticus 28:7 NRSV). 

 
There is also the encouragement to study the law of God: 
 

He seeks out the wisdom of all the ancients, and is concerned with 
prophecies; he preserves the sayings of the famous and penetrates the 
subtleties of parables; he seeks out the hidden meanings of proverbs 
and is at home with the obscurities of parables. He serves among the 
great and appears before rulers; he travels in foreign lands and learns 
what is good and evil in the human lot (Ecclesiasticus 39:1–4 NRSV). 

  
In Baruch, we also have the recognition of God’s commandment to Moses 
to write down the Mosaic law: 
 

As you spoke by your servant Moses on the day when you commanded 
him to write your law in the presence of the people of Israel, saying 
(Baruch 2:28 NRSV).  

 
We also find that the prophets were God’s spokesmen. In Sirach, the 
prophetic status of Isaiah is acknowledged. The writer said: 
 

For Hezekiah did what was pleasing to the Lord, and he kept firmly to 
the ways of his ancestor David, as he was commanded by the prophet 
Isaiah, who was great and trustworthy in his visions. In Isaiah’s days 
the sun went backward, and he prolonged the life of the king. By his 
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dauntless spirit he saw the future, and comforted the mourners in Zion 
(Ecclesiasticus 48:22–24 NRSV). 

 
There is the recognition that Jeremiah was a prophet. He spoke “from the 
mouth of the Lord:”  
 

But Josiah did not turn back to his chariot, but tried to fight with him, 
and did not heed the words of Jeremiah the prophet from the mouth 
of the Lord (1 Esdras 1:28 NRSV).   

 
The list goes on and on. Consequently, we find that the Old Testament 
Apocrypha testifies to the Hebrew canon but not to itself. Never does the 
Old Testament Apocrypha cite another writing, from this collection of 
writings, as Scripture. Never! 
 
4. Not Every Book Of The Old Testament Apocrypha  

Has A Hebrew Original  
 
While all of the books of the present Old Testament canon were written in 
Hebrew, with small parts in Aramaic, some of the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha have no Hebrew original behind them. They were 
composed in Greek. These include Susanna, the Letter of Jeremiah, and 
the additions to Esther. 
 
While the Hebrew language is not a determining factor as to what books 
should be part of the Old Testament canon, all of the undisputed books of 
the Old Testament were composed in Hebrew—none of them were 
composed in Greek.  
 
Greek did not become the international language till about 330 B.C. This 
was about seventy years after the close of the Old Testament era. The fact 
that a number of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were 
originally written in Greek shows their late date and their lack of claim to 
be part of the Old Testament.  
 
5. Some Of The Books Of The Old Testament  

Apocrypha Were Forgeries 
 
There is something else. A number of the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha are forgeries—they falsely used the name of a well-known Old 
Testament character as the author. However, that person did not write the 
work. For example, the Wisdom of Solomon was not written by Solomon, 
the Letter of Jeremiah was not composed by Jeremiah, Baruch did not write 
the book bearing his name, and Ezra did not write the works attributed to 
him.  
 
Therefore, these works were deliberately falsified to give the impression 
that a biblical character wrote them. This type of deception is not 
consistent with the God of the Bible who does not lie. Paul wrote: 
 

From Paul, a slave of God and apostle of Jesus Christ, to further the 
faith of God’s chosen ones and the knowledge of the truth that is in 
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keeping with godliness, in hope of eternal life, that God who does not 
lie promised before the ages began (Titus 1:1,2 NET). 

 
These five writings were deliberate attempts to misrepresent the identity of 
the author to the reader. The Jews certainly would not have accepted such 
a deceptive work as Scripture—especially when the sacred Scripture comes 
from the God of truth. 
 
There is something else which we should note. These forgeries forged the 
names of biblical characters—not characters who lived between the two 
testaments. This is another indication that they understood biblical history 
as consisting of events ending around the time of Nehemiah and the last 
of the writing prophets.  
 
One more observation. Except for the books of the Maccabees, which tell 
of the events between the testaments, all of the other writings of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha are set in the biblical period. This includes Judith, 
Tobit, Baruch, the letter of Jeremiah, the additions to Esther, and Daniel. 
We can also add First and Second Esdras to this list. The only other 
exception to this is the Book of Sirach, who, in his writings, makes the 
distinction between biblical history and all other history. 
 
Thus, the forged books of the Old Testament Apocrypha forge the name 
of biblical characters while the setting for these writings is also placed in 
the biblical period. This is another indication that they understood when 
biblical history ended. It also testifies as to when the last of the genuine 
biblical books could have been composed—in the biblical period ending 
around the time of Nehemiah.  
 
6. There Is Nothing New Added To God’s Truth 
 
The teaching of the Old Testament Apocrypha adds nothing new to the 
faith that God has revealed to humanity. There is nothing in these books 
that adds to our knowledge of God’s character or His plan. At the very 
best, they simply repeat what is already revealed in the Old Testament. At 
worst, they contradict what has already been revealed. Consequently, they 
do not contain any further revelation for the human race. 
 
7. There Is Sub-Biblical Content In The  

Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
The content of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha is below that 
of canonical Scripture. Several of the books including Judith, Tobit, 
Susanna, and Bel and the Dragon read like legends. When one reads these 
books alongside canonical Scripture the differences become obvious.  
 
For example, in the Old Testament Apocrypha, we find such superstitious 
things as the burning of the liver and the heart of a fish to exorcise a 
demon. From the Book of Tobit, we read the following: 

 
He replied, “As for the fish’s heart and liver, you must burn them to 
make a smoke in the presence of a man or woman afflicted by a demon 
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or evil spirit, and every affliction will flee away and never remain with 
that person any longer” (Tobit 6:8 NRSV). 

 
These instructions supposedly came from an angel of God! This 
superstitious type of content in the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
illustrates the differences between these books and the teaching of Holy 
Scripture. 
 
Jesus’ Testimony As To The Extent Of Scripture Is Definitive 
 
It is clear that in the first century A.D., the Hebrew Scripture, the Old 
Testament, was complete. Jesus Christ is a witness to this. Indeed, He said 
that the Scripture testified to His identity. We read Him saying: 
 

You search the scriptures because you think that in them you have 
eternal life; and it is they that testify on my behalf (John 5:39 NRSV). 

 
Notice that the Scripture “testified” or “witnessed” to Him—they were a 
legal testimony to His identity as the Messiah. For this statement to have 
any meaning whatsoever, there must have been a collection of well-known 
divinely inspired writings called as the “Scripture.” 
 
Jesus also gave testimony to the extent of the Old Testament canon on the 
day of His resurrection. He said the following to two disciples walking with 
Him on the road to Emmaus:  
 

“You foolish people—how slow of heart to believe all that the 
prophets have spoken!  Wasn’t it necessary for the Christ to suffer 
these things and enter into his glory?” Then beginning with Moses and 
all the prophets, he interpreted to them the things written about 
himself in all the scriptures (Luke 24:25-27 NET). 

 
Jesus told them they should have believed “all that the prophets had 
spoken.” He also interpreted the things written about Him “in all the 
Scripture.” This Scripture consisted of the “Law and the Prophets.” 
 
Later that day, He explained the extent of “all that the prophets had said.” 
We read: 
 

He said to them, “This is what I told you while I was still with you: 
Everything must be fulfilled that is written about me in the Law of 
Moses, the Prophets and the Psalms” (Luke 24:44 NIV). 

 
Jesus referred to the Law of Moses, the Prophets, and the Psalms. This is 
a reference to the Hebrew Scripture. They constitute “all that the prophets 
said.”  
 
There is no reference whatsoever to any of the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. These works would not have been part of the Law, Prophets, 
or the Psalms—the Old Testament. Everyone recognizes this. 
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Conclusion: The Old Testament Apocrypha  
Is Not Holy Scripture 
 
As the evidence is examined it becomes clear that the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha should not be accepted with the same divine 
authority as the books found in the Hebrew Old Testament. There is no 
evidence whatsoever that they belong in Holy Scripture. Consequently, 
they have no binding authority on believers.  
 
The Westminster Confession of Faith gives the correct response to the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha. It states: 

 
The books commonly called the Apocrypha . . . [are not] to be any 
otherwise approved, or made use of, than other human writings 
(Westminster Confession 1:3). 

 
This is the proper way in which to view these non-authoritative writings. 
The Old Testament Apocrypha are mere human writings—not 
human/divine writings. It is essential that believers make the distinction 
between the human and the divine. Because they are not Scripture, it is 
wrong to have them bound in a single volume with Holy Scripture. Doing 
so will only mislead and confuse believers. 
 
The Old Testament Apocrypha Does Have Value 
 
The fact that the Old Testament Apocrypha is not considered to be Holy 
Scripture does not mean that this collection of documents is worthless. The 
books can be highly useful. They were composed in after the close of the 
Old Testament era and shed much light on the period between the 
testaments. The Old Testament Apocrypha helps us with the 
understanding of that period which immediately proceeded the time of the 
New Testament.   
 
For example, the Book of First Maccabees has some valuable historical 
references about the time between the testaments. However, any particular 
value that these books do have is as historical works—not as divinely 
inspired Scripture. 
 
Decisions About Canonical Books Could Only Be Made By  
Believers Living At The Time The Works Were Written 
 
This brings us to our final point. All of the arguments that we have looked 
at, in favor of the Old Testament Apocrypha as being part of Holy 
Scripture, fall short of the mark. However, the main problem is that the 
Roman Catholic Church really had no right to decide this issue. In contrast 
to all the books of the Old Testament, which were immediately recognized 
as Scripture, there was no constant recognition of these works among the 
Jews from the time they were composed. To the contrary, there was no 
recognition whatsoever!  
 
In contrast, the genuine books of the canon of Scripture were instantly 
recognized by the people of God in the generation in which they were 
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written. We find no example of any of these divinely inspired books gaining 
recognition long after they had been composed. It was only the people of 
God who were contemporaries with these authors who were in a position 
to make decisions on the nature of these writings. Nobody else had that 
responsibility.  
 
Consequently, since the Old Testament Apocrypha were not part of the 
Christian writings of the New Testament period, it was not the Christian 
church that was to decide their status. These writings were the 
responsibility of the Jews who were living at the time of their composition. 
Although the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were written by 
Jews, and for Jews, the Jews were clear in their verdict—these works did 
not belong in the canon. 
 
Therefore, there should be no debate about the divine authority of these 
writings after the fact. Nobody, after the time these works were composed, 
would have been in the same authoritative position, as was the immediate 
audience, to know whether these writings came from a genuine prophet of 
God.   
 
Thus, the Christian church cannot be the judge the Old Testament 
Apocrypha because the New Testament church did not exist when these 
books were composed. Those who had the authority to acknowledge their 
canonicity were the Jews living at the time of the composition of each of 
these books. We find that they exercised this responsibility during the 
entire Old Testament period. They did this by examining one writing at a 
time. When these individual works were recognized as Holy Scripture, they 
were then placed in the temple. Doing so, guaranteed their canonical status.  
 
However, the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were never given 
that status by the only ones who could have done so—the ancient Jews. 
Those living between the testaments also exercised their authority by not 
placing these works with the divinely inspired writings. Those in the church 
are making a mistake by thinking that they somehow have the authority to 
make decisions about these writings centuries after the fact.  
 
The church can only discover the views of the people of God living at the 
time of the composition of these books. After the church discovers the 
view of these people of God, they then must adhere to their views. The 
Roman Church did not do this with the Old Testament Apocrypha. They 
forgot that the ultimate Judge is God Himself. It was through His people, 
living at the time of the composition of these books that their divine status 
was to be decided. These people of God have made their decision—the 
Old Testament Apocrypha does not belong in the canon of Scripture!   
 
Summary To Question 7:  
Does The Old Testament Apocrypha  
Give Evidence Of Being Holy Scripture? 
 
While Roman Catholics, and other ancient religious communities, give the 
Old Testament Apocrypha divine status Protestants deny the canonical 
status of these books. There are a number of reasons as to why these books 
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should not be considered as Holy Scripture. This evidence includes the 
following.  
 
To begin with, the Old Testament Apocrypha is unnecessary. The New 
Testament picks up where the final promise of the Old Testament leaves 
off. Thus, there is no need for the writings which makeup the Old 
Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Furthermore, the Old Testament Apocrypha contains doctrines and 
practices that contradict what is revealed in the genuine Scripture. Such 
contradictions cannot come from the God of truth who does not lie or 
contradict Himself. In addition, there are historical and geographical errors 
in the Old Testament Apocrypha. This is also inconsistent with the God 
of the Bible who gives His work to the human race in an error-free manner. 
 
We also find that there are a number of contradictions between two books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha—First and Second Maccabees. This is 
further proof of the non-canonical character of these writings.  
 
We can add to this that there is nothing in these apocryphal books of 
spiritual value which we do not find in the canonical Scripture and there is 
much that is contrary to what is taught. Furthermore, some of these works 
are actually forgeries. The stated author is not the actual author. This type 
of deception is certainly inconsistent with the God of truth. 
 
As we examine these works, we find that a number of them seemingly 
eliminate themselves. First Maccabees admits that no genuine prophet 
existed at the time of its writing. The author of Second Maccabees, who 
merely abridged the work of someone else, basically apologizes for his 
effort. The writer of Sirach tells us that these things he wrote came from 
his heart and mind—not from the divine inspiration of the living God. Yet, 
these books of the Old Testament Apocrypha recognize the Hebrew canon 
of Scripture as being authoritative. 
 
Jesus accepted a limited group of writings known as the “Scripture.” The 
Bible of Jesus did not include the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
His Bible consisted of the thirty-nine books of the Old Testament canon 
as accepted by Protestants and Jews. The same holds true for the writers 
of the New Testament—none of them regarded these outside books as 
Holy Scripture. 
 
Finally, it is not the job of the church to decide this issue. The decision, as 
to the canonicity of these works, was that of each particular generation to 
whom they writings were addressed. The Jews exercised this authority. 
They received the books of the Old Testament canon but rejected the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
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Question 8 
 

Why Did Some Early Christians Assume 
The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha 

Were Holy Scripture? 
 
How could it have happened that some early Christians accepted a number 
of books as Holy Scripture if these books were not divinely inspired? Why 
did they recognize the Old Testament Apocrypha as God’s Word if indeed 
it was not? How could they have made such a mistake? Several important 
observations need to be made about this important question.  
 
It Was Certain Christians, Not Jews, That Accepted  
The Old Testament Apocrypha As Scripture 
 
First, it must be understood, that it was from early Christian usage, not 
Jewish usage, that the Old Testament Apocrypha became Scripture to 
some Christians. Long after the time of the Apostles of Christ, there were 
some Christians who accepted these books as authoritative.  
 
But this was never true of the Jews. This being the case, then why did some 
Christians take a different direction than the Jews and accept the Old 
Testament Apocrypha as Scripture? 
 
Historical Reasons For Some Christians  
Accepting The Old Testament Apocrypha 
 
The way in which the Old Testament Apocrypha came to be part of the 
Old Testament for some Christians occurred as follows.  
 
1. There Was Early Agreement On The Extent Of Scripture 
 
During the time of Jesus Christ, the books of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha were not considered to be Holy Scripture by anyone.  Neither 
Jesus, nor His enemies, accepted these books as canonical Scripture. The 
Jews of Jesus’ day were clear as to the extent of the Hebrew canon—it was 
a closed collection of books which did not include the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. 
 
However, there were a number of other books that were popular and 
widely read. These books gave hope to those who had been under the 
control of a number of invaders in Israel’s recent history.   
 
Learned Jews, such as Josephus and Philo, knew of these works, yet they, 
along with all other Jews, did not consider them to be writings that were 
equal to Scripture. There is no evidence that anyone placed these writings 
on the same level as Holy Scripture. 
 
Therefore, in the first century A.D., both Christians and Jews accepted the 
Hebrew Scriptures as authoritative but they did not accept the books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha. Everyone had the same canon of 
Scripture—there were no competing canons. 
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2. At An Early Time, Christianity Broke With Judaism 
 
Although the early Christians and the Jews were unanimous in their 
rejection of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Scripture, this slowly began 
to change. 
 
There was a significant development that happened early in the history of 
the church—the church broke with Judaism. As time went by, these two 
groups became more separated from the other. Contact was limited. 
 
There is more. The church began to spread to non-Jewish areas. These 
Gentile believers were unfamiliar with Jewish history as well as Jewish 
practices. They had no understanding of the traditional Jewish view of the 
canon. This became apparent with their lack of use of the Hebrew 
Scriptures. For the early church, which became made up of primarily 
Gentiles, their Old Testament Scripture was the Greek Old Testament—
not the Hebrew.  
 
When the Hebrew Scriptures were translated into other languages such as 
the Old Latin, the translation was made from the Greek Septuagint not 
from the Hebrew text. The Greek version had precedence over the Hebrew 
in their eyes. 
 
With the separation of Christians from the Jews the knowledge of Hebrew, 
as well as Jewish traditions, became less and less known. Thus, the early 
church had no means of evaluating Jewish practices.   
 
3. Some Early Church Fathers Began To  

Cite The Old Testament Apocrypha    
 
We then find that some of the early church Fathers started to cite the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha in their writings. However, this does not 
mean, that they accepted these works as canonical or divinely inspired. Not 
all of their citations were made with the assumption that they were citing 
Scripture.  
 
Therefore, the mere fact that a passage from the Old Testament Apocrypha 
was cited does not indicate that the person citing it believed it to be Holy 
Scripture. This is particularly true when all the early lists of canonical books 
excluded the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
Yet the fact that some of these fathers did, at times, cite from the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, set the stage for the eventual inclusion of these 
works into the canon of Scripture. 
 
4. Eventually Miraculous Stories Circulated  

About The Origin Of The Septuagint  
 
As time went by, the church was basically using the Greek translation of 
the Old Testament as their Old Testament.  Eventually miraculous stories 
about the origin of the entire Septuagint began to be circulated among 
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Christians. There had been stories among the Jews that claimed that the 
Law of Moses was translated miraculously.  
 
The Christians went even further and extended the miracle to the entire 
translation. Since some of the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
began to be mingled with the Septuagint, their origin was likewise felt to 
be miraculous.  
 
5. There Were Charges That Jews Didn’t Want  

The Old Testament Apocryphal Books Known 
 
There were also some false charges made by early Christians. It was alleged 
that the Jews did not want the Septuagint translation to be regarded as 
Scripture because of the clear teachings about Christ that was found in 
them. This caused some Christians to take a definite stand for the 
Septuagint and against the Hebrew text as the divine Word of God. To 
many, this meant taking a stand for the Old Testament Apocrypha. It 
became, “us against them.”  
 
6. Some Christians Who Used The Old Testament  

Apocrypha Did Not Equate The Canon With Scripture 
 
There is another matter. To certain people, the issue was the definition of 
the canon itself. While some people argued that only divinely authoritative 
works should be part of the canon, others thought the canon should 
include all books that were edifying to the church. To them, the canon 
contained authoritative books along with other books that could be helpful 
to believers.  
 
Therefore, the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha could be placed in 
the canon without necessarily being divinely authoritative. This led to 
further confusion as to which books could be used to discover Christian 
doctrine and which books were merely helpful to the church. 
 
7. It Was Because Of Popular Usage In The Western  

Church That These Books Were Included In The Canon 
 
It seems that it was the popular usage of these Apocryphal books in the 
Western Church which led to their eventual inclusion into the canon. The 
churches in the East, with closer ties, and closer in proximity to the land of 
Israel, did not accept these works as canonical.  
 
However, the situation was not the same in the Western Church. They were 
further removed in distance from the Jews and their practices. For the first 
three centuries we find no canonical list coming out of Western Christianity 
When these lists started to appear, it seems that the popular usage by the 
people of these apocryphal books was part of the reason for their 
acceptance.   
 
For example, the great theologian Augustine, living at the end of the fourth 
century and into the fifth century, had an enormous influence on the issue 
of the canon. He was the first theologian who insisted that the church had 
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the right to add certain books to the Old Testament canon though neither 
the Jews, Jesus, nor His apostles recognized these books. Unfortunately, 
his opinion prevailed though he was not an expert in this field of study, 
neither had he any real contact with Christians in the Eastern part of the 
empire. 
 
Consequently, at the councils of Hippo and Carthage, under the influence 
of Augustine, the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were added to 
Holy Scripture. This is despite the fact that the Eastern Church rejected 
their canonicity and that Augustine’s contemporary, the great translator 
Jerome, insisted that these books were not worthy to be called Scripture. 
Augustine’s view of this issue, unqualified as it was, became the prevailing 
view in the Western Church. This gives a simple explanation as to why 
these non-inspired, non-canonical writings, ended up as Holy Scripture to 
certain people in the early years of the church. 
  
Summary To Question 8   
Why Did Some Early Christians Assume The Books Of The Old  
Testament Apocrypha Were Holy Scripture? 
 
The rise of the Old Testament Apocrypha to the status of Scripture among 
some early Christians was a process. It did not start out that way. All the 
evidence leads us to believe that the Jesus, the apostles, and Judaism all 
accepted the same Old Testament. As Christianity made its break with 
Judaism, the understanding of Jewish beliefs and customs became less and 
less. This includes the understanding of the extent of the Hebrew 
Scriptures. Some early church fathers began to cite passages from the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. However, they did not always cite them as 
Scripture. Often their citations were merely to prove a point. In time, these 
books took on a certain degree of authority. Eventually miraculous stories 
were circulating about the origin of the Septuagint. This added to the 
perception that it was a divinely inspired work. The fact that the Jews 
rejected the Old Testament Apocrypha caused some Christians to think 
that they purposely did so because it spoke of Jesus as the Christ. However, 
this was not the case. 
 
There is also the matter of what should be contained in the canon. To 
some, the canon consisted of all works that the church found edifying—
not necessarily Holy Scripture. What settled the issue in Western 
Christianity was not so much a close examination of the history of the 
canon, or the teachings found in the Apocryphal books, it was the popular 
usage among the people. The people were used to hearing these books read 
alongside the canonical books.  
 
When lists of the canonical writings began to appear, it seems that the view 
of the majority took precedence over the biblical and historical evidence. 
Augustine actually argued that the church had the right to include these 
books though they were not the Scripture of Jesus, His Apostles, or the 
first century Jews. This sums up, in a very simple way, why these works 
made it into the canon of Scripture for certain Christians. 
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Question 9 
 

How Has The Old Testament Apocrypha 
Been Placed In Bible Translations? 

 
When the Old Testament has been translated from the original Hebrew 
into other languages, the Old Testament Apocrypha has been dealt with in 
a number of ways. It is helpful if we understand how the Jews and 
Christians have dealt with the apocryphal books when translating the Old 
Testament, or Hebrew Scriptures, into different languages. 
 
Consequently, we will look at some of the important translations of the 
Bible into Greek, Latin, German, and English and summarize our findings. 
 
1. Greek Translations 
 
The first language into which the Hebrew Old Testament was translated 
was Greek. This translation, known as the Septuagint, began about 250 
years before the time of Christ. Unfortunately, we only possess a few 
manuscripts of the Septuagint before the beginning of the Christian era.  
 
Thus, most of the manuscripts that do exist were done by Christians after 
the time of Christ. Consequently, we cannot be certain of the status of the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha when the Septuagint was first 
translated.  
 
The three oldest complete, or near complete, Greek manuscripts that 
contain the Old Testament and New Testament together, have certain 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha along with the Old Testament. 
However, the number of books, and their identity, is always different. We 
never find the complete Old Testament Apocrypha translated and placed 
next to the Old Testament.  
 
Because the Christians made the Septuagint their version, the Jews made a 
number of other translations into Greek. This includes translations by 
Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus. None of these versions included the 
apocryphal or deuterocanonical books. To this day, the Jews do not 
consider the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy Scripture. 
 
2. Latin Translations: The Old Latin And The Vulgate 
 
The Scriptures were translated into Latin at a relatively early time in the 
Christian era. It seems that about the end of the first century A.D., some 
of the books of the Old Testament were being translated into Latin. This 
earliest translation was known as the Old Latin.  
 
The Old Latin Old Testament eventually contained some of the books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha. However, when these books were placed 
with the Old Latin Old Testament is not known. 
 
An official revision of the Old Latin was made in the fifth century by the 
scholar Jerome. He began to revise the Old Testament by referring to the 
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Greek versions. Yet, Jerome was soon convinced that he should go back 
to the original Hebrew to make his translation. His Latin translation of the 
Old Testament, using the Hebrew, was completed in A.D. 405.  
 
When Jerome used the Hebrew, instead of the Greek Septuagint, to 
translate the Old Testament, he realized the Septuagint which he possessed, 
contained books that were not found in the Hebrew Scripture. Jerome 
rejected the idea of placing the Old Testament Apocrypha on an equal level 
with the Hebrew Bible. He said: 
 

Whatever falls outside these must be set apart among the Apocrypha. 
Therefore Wisdom, which it commonly entitled Solomon’s, with the 
book of Jesus the son of Sirach, Judith, Tobias, and the Shepherd are 
not in the canon. I have found the first book of Maccabees in Hebrew, 
the second in Greek, as may be proved from the language itself.  

 
Jerome called the books of the Septuagint plus “Apocrypha.” This is a 
different use of the term than the Church Father Athanasius had used some 
fifty years earlier. Athanasius divided the books of Scripture into three 
categories: canonical, edifying, and apocryphal.  
 
What we know today as the Old Testament Apocrypha was placed into the 
second category by Athanasius—they were edifying but not canonical or 
divinely inspired. When Athanasius spoke of apocryphal books, he was 
referring to books that should not be read in the church. 
 
However, when Jerome used the term Apocrypha, he was describing the 
same books that Athanasius designated as edifying. These books could be 
read in the church if people so desired, but they were not to be used for 
doctrine. Another Church Father, Rufinus, also put the books into three 
categories. He called “ecclesiastical” the books that Jerome called 
“apocryphal.”  
 
Jerome stated his view on these “apocryphal books” in his prologue to 
Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Solomon. He wrote:  
 

Therefore, as the church indeed reads Judith, Tobit and the books of 
Maccabees, but does not receive them among the canonical books, so 
let it also read these two volumes for the edification of the people but 
not for establishing the authority of ecclesiastical dogmas. 

 
Thus, when Jerome spoke of these apocryphal books, he distinguished 
them from the canonical Scripture. While these writings may be helpful, 
they certainly were not to be considered part of Holy Scripture. 
 
Jerome’s distinction between the Hebrew canon and the Old Testament 
Apocryphal books was not accepted by the Church. The books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, though they were not found in the Hebrew canon, 
were placed in his translation, by the Roman Catholic Church.  
 
This version, which became known as the Vulgate, eventually became the 
official version of the Roman Church and became the Bible used in the 
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Western Church for the next thousand years. While these Old Testament 
apocryphal books were included with the Hebrew Scripture, there seemed 
to be little interest among the common people as to make an issue as to 
the extent of the Old Testament canon.  
 
In time, some books were added to the Vulgate that Jerome did not even 
translate. This includes “Third and Fourth Esdras” and “The Prayer of 
Manasseh.” These three works were never part of the Septuagint yet they 
made their way into the Vulgate which became the authoritative Scripture 
for Latin Christianity.  
 
It is important to note that during the time the Vulgate reigned supreme, 
the majority of scholars made the distinction between these Old Testament 
books and the books of the Hebrew canon. They recognized these 
apocryphal books were not Holy Scripture but rather could be used as 
edifying or helpful to believers. Yet, the issue of the exact extent of the Old 
Testament canon did not come to the forefront until the Protestant 
Reformation. 
 
3. Martin Luther’s German Translation 
 
In response to abuses that were prevalent in the Roman Catholic Church, 
a Roman Catholic monk, Martin Luther, tacked 95 theses to the church 
door in Wittenberg, Germany in 1517. The Protestant Reformation had 
begun. Among Luther’s charges was that the church was practicing a 
number of things which were contrary to Holy Scripture. This includes 
such things as praying for the dead, the selling of indulgences, and the belief 
in Purgatory. 
 
In response, the Roman Church pointed to passages in the Old Testament 
Apocrypha to support their practices. This led Luther to contend that 
doctrine should not come from these books which were outside of the 
canon of Scripture. Among other things, Luther cited the comments that 
were made from their own translator, Jerome. Luther then made his own 
German translation of the Bible. In doing so, he rejected the Septuagint 
translation and Latin Vulgate.  
 
His translation of the Scripture, in 1534, placed the Old Testament 
Apocrypha in a separate section from the Old Testament. The section had 
the following title: 
 

The Apocrypha: Books which are not to be held equal to Holy 
Scripture, but are useful and good to read. 

 
The differences between the Old Testament Apocrypha and Holy 
Scripture had already been recognized in other translations of that time. 
The Swiss reformer Zwingli produced the Zurich Bible (1524-1529). In it, 
Zwingli separated the Old Testament Apocrypha from the Old Testament 
by publishing the Apocrypha in a separate volume.  
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Later editions to Zwingli’s translation of the Old Testament Apocrypha, 
added Third and Fourth Esdras as well as well as Third Maccabees. Yet 
these works were not considered to be Holy Scripture. 
 
To sum up, the Protestant reformers recognized the authority of Scripture 
over the authority of the church. They realized that ultimate authority came 
from that which was written and not from the pronouncements of the 
church. The church had no real authority over the Scripture. 
 
4. A Later Latin Translation: The Clementine Vulgate 
 
The challenges of Martin Luther and the Protestant Reformers called for a 
response from the Roman Catholic Church. From 1545-1563, the Council 
of Trent met to decide on a number of issues. Among other things, the 
issue of the canon of Scripture was addressed.  
 
In the fourth session, in April 1546, it was decreed that the ancient form 
of the biblical text, the Vulgate, should be appealed to as representing Holy 
Scripture. No distinction was to be made between the Hebrew Canon and 
the Old Testament Apocrypha as Jerome himself had made. 
 
This was the first time a general council of the church had ruled on the 
issue of the Old Testament canon. Since the Vulgate was the authoritative 
text of Scripture, an accurate edition of the text was necessary. The 
Clementine Vulgate of 1592 became the standard text.  
 
In this edition, the books of Third and Fourth Esdras and the Prayer of 
Manasseh were put in an appendix since, according to the council of Trent, 
they did not form any part of the Old Testament canon. For Roman 
Catholics, this edition of the Vulgate was the text used for translating the 
Scripture into other languages for the next three hundred years. 
 
5. Ancient English Translations 
 
English translations have a history of doing one of three things to the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. Some translations include the Old Testament 
Apocrypha within the Old Testament Scripture.  
 
Others print the Old Testament Apocrypha as a complete unit and place it 
between the testaments. Still other translations do not print the Old 
Testament Apocrypha with their translation of Holy Scripture.  
 
Most Protestant translations that contained the Old Testament Apocrypha 
had some explanatory note that recognized the distinction between these 
books and Old Testament Scripture. 
 
We will look at some of the most important ancient English translations as 
well as some of the significant modern ones with the view of discovering 
how they dealt with the issue of the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
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Wycliffe 
 
The earliest translation of the Scripture into the English was that of John 
Wycliffe (1384, 1395). Since Wycliffe used Jerome’s Latin Vulgate as the 
basis of his translation, the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were 
included. In Wycliffe’s original version, there is a note which commends 
the apocryphal Book of Tobit. However, in the 2nd edition, the distinction 
is recognized between the Old Testament apocryphal books and the books 
of the Hebrew canon. 
 
Like Jerome, the distinction was made between those books that could be 
used for doctrine, the Hebrew Old Testament, and those which might be 
profitable for ethical lessons, the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
William Tyndale 
 
William Tyndale is one of the great names in Bible translation. His 
contribution cannot be overestimated. For example, the King James, or the 
Authorized Version is about 90% the work of Tyndale.  
 
Unfortunately, Tyndale did not live to complete the Old Testament. 
Therefore, we do not know what he would have done with the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. It is assumed that Tyndale would have done 
something similar as Martin Luther, since he often followed Luther’s lead. 
If this were the case, then he would have placed the Old Testament 
Apocrypha as an appendix at the end of the Old Testament. However, we 
cannot be certain as to what Tyndale would have done with these writings. 
 
Matthew Coverdale 
 
The next English translation to be considered is that of Matthew 
Coverdale. This translation, made in 1535, separated the apocryphal books, 
and the various parts of the apocryphal books, from the Old Testament. 
He wrote an introduction to these books in which he made it clear they did 
not have the authority of Holy Scripture. However, the Book of Baruch 
was placed with the Old Testament Scripture.  
 
In his 1537, edition, Baruch was removed from the Old Testament and 
placed with the Apocrypha. In this translation, the Old Testament 
Apocrypha is introduced this way: 
 

Title to Apocrypha:  APOCRYPHA: The books and treatises which 
among the Fathers of old are not reckoned to be of like authority with 
the other books of the Bible, neither are they found in the Canon of 
Hebrew.  

 
Here we again have the distinction between the Old Testament Apocrypha 
and the canonical books—they are not the same. 
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Matthew’s Bible 
 
Another translation, known as Matthew’s Bible, was produced in 1537. The 
translator was a man named John Rogers who was an assistant of William 
Tyndale. For the first time in English, The Prayer of Manasseh was added 
to the Old Testament Apocrypha. The Old Testament Apocrypha was 
placed in a separate section from the canonical books. 
 
The Great Bible 
 
The Great Bible, published in 1539, was really the product of William 
Tyndale through Matthew Coverdale. It contained Coverdale’s 
introduction to the books of the Apocrypha but called them the 
Hagiographa or “holy writings.” This title was usually given for the third 
division of the Hebrew Bible. Since most of the Bishops at that time were 
Roman Catholic, they resented the fact that the translators had separated 
the Old Testament Apocrypha from the rest of the Old Testament. 
 
Thus, in the fifth edition of the Great Bible, published in 1541, Coverdale’s 
introduction to the Old Testament Apocrypha was omitted. There was a 
new title page given to the list of apocryphal books preceded by the words, 
“the fourth part of the Bible containing these books.” This was an attempt 
to place the books of the Apocrypha on the same level as the Hebrew 
Scripture. 
 
The Geneva Bible   
 
The Geneva Bible, 1560, was a translation made by the Puritans. The 
preface to the Geneva Bible has the following to say with respect to the 
Old Testament Apocrypha: 
 

The books that follow in order after the Prophets unto the New 
Testament, are called Apocrypha, that is, books which were not 
received by a common consent to be read and expounded publicly in 
the Church, neither yet served to prove any point of Christian religion 
save in so much as they had the consent of the other scriptures called 
canonical to confirm the same, or rather whereon they were grounded: 
but as books proceeding from godly men they were received to be read 
for the advancement and furtherance of the knowledge of history and 
for the instruction of godly manners: which books declare that at all 
times God had an especial care of His Church, and left them not utterly 
destitute of teachers and means to confirm them in the hope of the 
promised Messiah, and also witness that those calamities that God sent 
to his Church were according to his providence, who had both so 
threatened by his prophets, and so brought it to pass, for the 
destruction of their enemies and for the trial of his children.  

 
Again, we find the distinction made between the Old Testament 
Apocrypha and the Holy Scripture. 
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The Bishops’ Bible 
 
The Bishops’ Bible, published in 1568, was so named because eight of the 
translators of this work were Queen Elizabeth’s bishops. This work was a 
revision of the Great Bible. These Bishops were not Protestants but rather 
belonged to the High church. In fact, their translation was a reaction to the 
strongly Calvinistic Geneva Bible.  
 
The Bishops’ Bible contained the Old Testament Apocrypha. While the 
section that contained the Old Testament Apocrypha had a special title, 
nothing was said to distinguish these books from those of the Hebrew 
canon. 
 
A Roman Catholic Translation: The Rheims/Douay Version 
 
The Roman Catholic Church produced its own English translation of the 
Scripture; the Rheims/Douay Version published in 1609-1610. The 
translation began in the city of Rheims where the New Testament was 
published in 1582. However, the translators later moved to Douay and then 
back again to Rheims. Hence, we have the name the Rheims/Douay 
Version—sometimes called the Douay/Rheims.  
 
The translators used the Latin Clementine Vulgate as their text rather than 
the original languages—Greek and Hebrew. Since this was a Roman 
Catholic translation, the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha were 
included within the Old Testament and not placed as a separate appendix 
as is found in Protestant translations. This translation was revised by 
Bishop Richard Challoner in 1750. Thus, this particular Roman Catholic 
Bible was then called the “Rheims-Douay-Challoner Version. 
 
The King James Version 
 
The King James Version of 1611 was a revision of the last edition of the 
Bishops’ Bible (1602). Like the Bishops’ Bible, it contained the Old 
Testament Apocrypha between the testaments. There was an explanatory 
note indicating the books were not considered to be on the same level as 
Holy Scripture.  
 
Yet, as early as 1626, copies of the King James Version were produced 
without the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
 
6. Modern English Translations 
 
In the English world, the King James Version reigned supreme. It was not 
revised until 1881—the English Revised Version. This version also 
published a revision of the Apocrypha in 1895. However, the 1901 
American Standard Version, which was the counterpart to the English 
Revised Version, never included the Old Testament Apocrypha in its 
translation. 
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While Roman Catholic Versions continued to print the Apocrypha as part 
of Holy Scripture, many Protestant versions did not. For example, the Old 
Testament Apocrypha is not included in more conservative translations 
such as the New American Standard Bible, the New King James Bible, the 
New International Version, or the English Standard Version. However, it 
is included in the Revised Standard Version, the New Revised Standard 
Version, the New English Bible and the Revised English Bible. 
 
The New Revised Standard Version went further than any other Protestant 
translation of Scripture. It translated the 66 books of the Protestant canon, 
the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha, and three other texts accepted 
by Eastern Orthodox churches, namely, 3 Maccabees, 4 Maccabees, and 
Psalm 151.   
 
This, in short, is a brief summary of how these writings have been placed 
in various translations of Scripture until the present time.  
 
We should make one final observation with respect to these English 
translations of the Old Testament Apocrypha and Protestant usage.  
 
As far as Protestants are concerned, Anglicans and Lutherans have 
traditionally retained the Old Testament Apocrypha in their translations of 
Scripture. They have placed these writings between the testaments. This 
can be illustrated by Martin Luther’s German translation and the original 
arrangement of the King James Version, or the Authorized Version.  
 
In addition, Lutherans and Anglicans have incorporated portions of the 
Old Testament Apocrypha into their lectionary readings. However, 
Lutherans today, particularly in North America, use Bibles without the Old 
Testament Apocrypha.  
 
Likewise, many Episcopalians in the United States have Bibles which do 
not include the Old Testament Apocrypha.  
 
This is consistent with the Protestant belief that the Old Testament 
Apocrypha has no claim to be regarded as Holy Scripture. 
 
Summary To Question 9   
How Has The Old Testament Apocrypha  
Been Placed In Bible Translations 
 
The Old Testament has a long history of translation. From two hundred 
and fifty years before the time of Christ, until the present, the Old 
Testament has been rendered into other languages. As we examine some 
of the important translations, we can see how the Old Testament 
Apocrypha was viewed by those who translated the text.  
 
When the Old Testament was first translated, it was rendered into Greek, 
the Septuagint. Although we do not know the extent of the Septuagint 
translation, there is every reason to believe that it would have been the 
same as the standard Hebrew canon. This would not include the books of 
the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
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The Old Latin translation of the Old Testament, made as early as the end 
of the first century, eventually came to contain the books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. However, exactly when they came to be placed with 
the Old Testament is not known.  
 
In the fifth century, the translator Jerome produced the official revision of 
the Old Latin. He refused to consider the Old Testament Apocrypha as 
part of the Old Testament. Yet, his advice was not taken and the Old 
Testament Apocrypha became part of the Latin Vulgate. 
 
Martin Luther, at the time of the Protestant Reformation, followed the 
example of Jerome in his German translation and placed the Old 
Testament Apocrypha in a separate unit. He made the distinction between 
it and the canonical books.  
 
The Roman Catholic Church responded to Luther by making the Latin 
Vulgate, which included the Old Testament Apocrypha within the Old 
Testament, as their official translation.  
 
English translations, from the time of John Wycliffe through the King 
James Version, all contained the Old Testament Apocrypha. Most of them, 
however, had some type of introductory note in which they recognized that 
the Old Testament Apocrypha was distinct from the divinely inspired Old 
Testament.   
 
In modern times, Protestant translations do not always include the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. The more conservative translations: the New King 
James Version, the New American Standard Bible, the New International 
Version, and the English Standard Version, do not contain the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. On the other hand, the Revised English Bible, New 
Revised Standard Version, and the Good News Bible do have these books.   
 
Therefore, to sum up, we find that the Old Testament Apocrypha is either 
placed within the Old Testament in some translations, placed at the end of 
the Old Testament in others, and not included at all in still others.  
 
Protestants vary in their view of the usefulness of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha while Roman Catholics continue to believe that these works are 
part of canonical Scripture. 
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Question 10 
 

What Are The Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha? (Enoch, Jubilees) 

 
There have been a number of Jewish religious books, which were written 
during the Old Testament period, between the testaments, and after the 
New Testament period. These can be divided into three basic categories.  
 
First, there are the books accepted by all—the Hebrew Scriptures, or the 
Old Testament. Second, there are the books that are accepted as 
authoritative by some—the Old Testament Apocrypha. Finally, there are a 
number of books that are rejected by all. These works are usually called the 
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, or forgeries.  
 
A number of important points need to be made about these works known 
as the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha.  
 
The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha Defined 
 
The word Pseudepigrapha literally means “false writings.” The Old 
Testament Pseudepigrapha is a general term that refers to a number of 
religious books written by Jews during the last few centuries B.C. and the 
first few centuries A.D. Therefore, they overlap the Old and New 
Testament period.  
 
These books were neither part of the Hebrew Old Testament Scripture, or 
the Greek translation of the Hebrew Scripture, the Septuagint. 
Consequently, these particular writings have never been assumed to be part 
of the Old Testament Scripture by anyone. 
 
However, the term Pseudepigrapha is an inaccurate term to describe these 
writings. A pseudepigraph is a writing which claims as its author someone 
who did not produce it—in other words, a forgery.  
 
A number of these writing are actual pseudepigraphs. For example, the 
Book of Enoch, the Apocalypse of Baruch, and IV Ezra are 
pseudepigraphs. We know that Enoch, Baruch, and Ezra were not the 
authors of these works. 
 
Yet not all of the so-called Pseudepigrapha are pseudepigraphs. There are 
a number of other writings placed in this category which do not claim to 
have been written by a biblical character. Books such as Third and Fourth 
Maccabees, and the Sibylline Oracles, make no claim to this type of 
authorship.   
 
While some of these works do claim to have been composed by biblical 
characters such as Adam, Enoch, Abraham, and Moses, they are forgeries. 
Thus, we have titles such as “The Book of Adam and Eve,” “The 
Martyrdom of Isaiah,” “The Testimony of the Twelve Patriarchs,” “The 
Assumption of Moses, and “The Psalms of Solomon.”  
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The real author wrote the book under the name of someone else. The idea 
was to provide the writing with some sort of authority that it did not 
deserve. Consequently, these are not authentic writings.  
 
The Exact Total Of Writings Is Unknown 
 
The term Old Testament Pseudepigrapha is often defined in a vague way 
among modern authors. There is no agreement as to what exactly qualifies 
a book to be part of the Pseudepigrapha. Consequently, it is not possible 
to come up with an exact total of these books. Different scholars will arrive 
at different totals. 
 
Two Important Writings Of The Pseudepigrapha:  
The Book Of Enoch And The Book Of Jubilees 
 
There are two of these writings that deserve our special attention. They are 
the Book of Enoch, also known as First Enoch, and the Book of Jubilees. 
The reason these two are important is that the Ethiopic Church considers 
these books as part of their Old Testament Scripture.  
 
Furthermore, it is possible that the Book of Enoch may have been cited in 
the New Testament as an authoritative source of information.  
 
We can summarize what we know about them as follows. 
 
1. The Book Of Enoch  
 
The patriarch Enoch supposedly wrote the “Book of Enoch.” This work, 
also known as “First Enoch,” claims to describe the experiences and 
journeys of the biblical character Enoch after he was taken up into heaven.  
 
The Book of Enoch is not a single book but actually a collection of five 
separate books. It is likely that these works circulated independently and 
were later brought together into one volume.  
 
It is not certain as to which language the Book of Enoch was originally 
written. Most likely it was either Aramaic or Hebrew or some combination 
of Aramaic and Hebrew. There are eleven manuscripts of the Book of 
Enoch found among the Dead Sea Scrolls. All of them are written in 
Aramaic.  
 
While we do not know the history of these works, there is no evidence 
whatsoever that any of these five units were actually written by Enoch. 
Most scholars believe the five books were written in the second century 
before Christ and then compiled to form the Book of Enoch in the first 
century B.C.  
 
Therefore, as it now stands, the Book of Enoch consists of five units that 
contain a total of one hundred and eight chapters. This work surveys 
human history from the start to the finish.  
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In each of the five units there is the theme of angels coming down from 
heaven and marrying earthly women. This union produced gigantic 
offspring who became evil and violent. Because of the sin of these giants, 
God destroyed the earth with a flood in the days of Noah. This first 
judgment was given as a warning of judgment that is to come at the end of 
human history. Such is the story found in the Book of Enoch. 
 
2. The Biblical Enoch 
 
We know little of the biblical character Enoch. His life is briefly 
summarized in a few verses in Genesis. It states it as follows: 
 

When Enoch had lived 65 years, he became the father of Methuselah. 
And after he became the father of Methuselah, Enoch walked with 
God 300 years and had other sons and daughters. Altogether, Enoch 
lived 365 years. Enoch walked with God; then he was no more, 
because God took him away (Genesis 5:21-24 NIV). 

 
Twice we are told that Enoch walked with God. This reveals that he had a 
vibrant spiritual life. In fact, God did not allow him to see death. Enoch, 
along with Elijah, are the only people whom the Bible says never died. 
Elijah was taken up to heaven in a chariot of fire and Enoch was taken 
away by the Lord. 
 
The genealogy of Enoch is also cited in First Chronicles:"  
 

The descendants of Adam were Seth, Enosh, Kenan, Mahalalel, Jared, 
Enoch, Methuselah, Lamech (1 Chronicles 1:1-3 NLT). 

 
He lived in the seventh generation of humanity, or six generations after 
Adam. 
 
We also find that Enoch was an ancestor of Jesus. When Luke recorded 
the genealogy of Jesus, Enoch is singled out for mention. Luke wrote: 
 

Lamech was the son of Methuselah. Methuselah was the son of Enoch. 
Enoch was the son of Jared. Jared was the son of Mahalalel. Mahalalel 
was the son of Kenan (Luke 3:37 NLT). 

 
Later in the New Testament, we are told that Enoch was called a man who 
received God’s approval because of his faith. We read about this in the 
Book of Hebrews. It says: 
 

Now faith is the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things 
not seen. Indeed, by faith our ancestors received approval.  . . . By faith 
Enoch was taken so that he did not experience death; and “he was not 
found, because God had taken him.” For it was attested before he was 
taken away that “he had pleased God” (Hebrews 11:1,25 NRSV). 

 
Here we are told that Enoch pleased God by his faithfulness. 
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3. Jude Cites Enoch 
 
We then come to a statement made by Enoch which is recorded by the 
New Testament writer Jude but is not recorded in the Old Testament. Jude 
cited the following statement of Enoch: 
 

Now Enoch, the seventh in descent, beginning with Adam, even 
prophesied of them, saying, “Look! The Lord is coming with 
thousands and thousands of his holy ones, to execute judgment on all, 
and to convict every person of all their thoroughly ungodly deeds that 
they have committed, and of all the harsh words that ungodly sinners 
have spoken against him” (Jude 14,15 NET). 

 
Jude called Enoch, “the seventh from Adam.” This is the only place in 
Scripture where he is described in this manner. In this verse, we are told 
that Enoch “prophesied,” or spoke forth God’s Word. This is the only 
place in Scripture where Enoch is called a prophet. Thus, he would have 
been the only man who lived before the Flood to whom a specific 
predictive statement is attributed.  
 
According to Jude, Enoch spoke of the coming of the Lord with 
innumerable holy ones with Him. His coming was to bring judgment on 
the ungodly. Consequently, even before the judgment of the Flood 
occurred, the prediction of another judgment of the Lord had been 
given—His coming to the earth with countless numbers of holy ones to 
judge the world. 
 
The idea that Enoch would make such a prediction is fitting. Enoch named 
his son Methuselah. One possible meaning of this name is “he dies, and it 
(the flood) is sent.” According to biblical chronology, it seems that 
Methuselah died the year the Flood came.  
 
Thus, Enoch, in naming his son, looked forward to the first great judgment 
of God, the Flood, while also predicting the second great judgment, the 
coming of Christ to the earth to judge the nations.  
 
Apart from these few passages, we know nothing authentic about Enoch. 
 
4. There Is No Evidence That The Book  

Of Enoch Is Divinely Inspired 
 
Because of the unique way in which Enoch left this world, many stories 
circulated about him. It was believed that special supernatural knowledge 
was made known to him alone. Thus, he was the basis of many legendary 
works which were written between the two testaments. Also, various 
apocryphal works were supposedly written by Enoch himself. This includes 
the Book of Enoch. 
 
One of the reasons that some have argued for the divine authority of the 
Book of Enoch is this citation made by Jude. While the prediction of 
Enoch is not found in the Old Testament, it is found in the Book of Enoch 
at 1 Enoch 1:9. It reads as follows:  
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Behold, he will arrive with ten million of the holy ones in order to 
execute judgment upon all, he will destroy the wicked ones and censure 
all flesh on account of everything that they have done, that which the 
sinners and wicked ones committed against him (1 Enoch 1:9). 

 
This fact caused some of the writers from the early church, Barnabas, 
Tertullian, and Clement of Alexandria, to have very high regard for the 
Book of Enoch. Tertullian believed the book should be received as 
authoritative because of its testimony to Christ and from the quotation 
found in Jude. 
 
However, this should not be the conclusion drawn from the statement of 
Jude. We do not find Jude citing the Book of Enoch as an authoritative 
source. At the most, he is merely citing a passage from 1 Enoch 1:9 as a 
truthful saying by the patriarch Enoch.  
 
He does not introduce his quotation by the statement “God said,” or “it is 
written.” Jude gives no indication that the source he is citing is actually 
Scripture. The only thing we can be certain of is that Jude believed the 
statement was actually made by Enoch. 
 
5. Most People Think Jude Is Quoting The Book Of Enoch 
 
While there is no doubt that Jude believed Enoch actually made such a 
statement, the exact source of Jude’s quotation is debated. Most people 
think Jude is directly citing the Book of Enoch. It seems that the writers 
from the early church believed this was the case. If this is what occurred, 
then Jude is merely acknowledging that the Book of Enoch recorded a true 
saying of that patriarch. Nothing more.  
 
This would not be inconsistent with the doctrine of the divine inspiration 
of the Bible. Inspiration says that the finished product of Scripture is 
divinely inspired—it does allow the writers to use accurate sources.  
 
Thus, the Biblical writers were not limited to citing only other divinely 
inspired sources—they were not strictly limited to the canon when citing 
truth. They were free to cite any source as long as the source gave accurate 
information.   
 
This, therefore, could be a case where a biblical writer Jude cited an 
authentic saying from a biblical character, Enoch, though the work in 
which the saying is found, the Book of Enoch, was not composed by 
Enoch himself. The ultimate author of the Bible, the Holy Spirit, is 
certainly free to inspire words from other sources and make them part of 
God’s Word.  
 
What this does not mean is that everything written in the Book of Enoch 
is true. There are many parts of the Book of Enoch which are fanciful. On 
the other hand, it does not mean that everything in the Book of Enoch 
should be considered as being mythological. There is truth mixed with 
error. 
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6. Not All Agree That Jude Is Citing The Book Of Enoch 
 
However, there is another way to look at this. Jude and the Book of Enoch 
may have had a common source where this quotation was given. Some 
people argue that the quotation in Jude is different from the one presently 
found in the existing text of the Book of Enoch. They point out that there 
are some differences between Jude’s citation of what Enoch said and the 
text of 1 Enoch 1:9 as we presently find it in the existing manuscripts of 
the Book of Enoch.  
 
These differences are attributed to some common source that both 
writings used. This source may have been written or it may have been oral.  
 
This is certainly possible. There is nothing unreasonable about assuming 
that an unrecorded statement of Enoch could have been accurately handed 
down from his time until the time Jude wrote. There could have been a 
body of accurate oral tradition or written tradition which had been handed 
down from the time of Enoch to the time of Christ. The Holy Spirit then 
guided Jude to cite this particular truth which had been handed down 
throughout the generations. The point is that both Jude and the Book of 
Enoch may have had an ancient source that contained an authentic 
statement that went all the way back to the patriarch Enoch.  
 
What we can say for certain is that the writer of the Book of Enoch as well 
as Jude obtained Enoch’s prophecy from some source. Thus, it is not 
necessary to assume that Jude only had the Book of Enoch as his source. 
Indeed, if the Book of Enoch has an ancient source, then why couldn’t 
Jude have had the same source? 
 
It must also be noted that Jude did not say that Enoch wrote this prophecy 
but rather that he spoke this prophecy. This may indicate that Jude is not 
citing some writing that was attributed to Enoch, such as the Book of 
Enoch, but he is actually citing another source that contained Enoch’s 
words. 
 
Jude quoted Enoch, not the Book of Enoch. How well the Book of Enoch 
reproduced Enoch’s actual words is not relevant. Both the Book of Enoch 
as well as Jude, basically say the same thing. 
 
Conclusion: The Statement From Enoch Is  
Authentic But Not The Book Of Enoch 
 
Whichever is the correct answer to this question, it is clear that Jude 
believed the saying was authentic. The content of the saying is consistent 
with the teaching of the rest of the Scripture. However, there is certainly 
no need to assume any divine authority for the Book of Enoch. Nothing 
in the Book of Enoch, or in Jude’s citation, leads us to conclude that this 
was a divinely authoritative work from the patriarch Enoch.  
 
There is no reason to think that Jude accepted the divine authority of the 
Book of Enoch or accepted all of its contents. It is only one statement 
which he cited as true. We have no indication whatsoever that Jude, or 
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anyone else in the first century, whether Jew or Christian, accepted the 
Book of Enoch as a divinely inspired work. This being the case we should 
not assume that Jude was attempting to give some sort of authoritative 
status to the written document known as the Book of Enoch or First 
Enoch. 
 
The real issue is the reliability of the statements made. Do they give us 
accurate information? Jesus promised His disciples that the Holy Spirit 
would guard their words and guide them into all truth. He said: 
 

When the Spirit of truth comes, he will guide you into all the truth; for 
he will not speak on his own, but will speak whatever he hears, and he 
will declare to you the things that are to come (John 16:13 NRSV). 

 
Thus, we have every reason to believe these words Jude recorded were 
actually spoken by the patriarch Enoch without assuming the Book of 
Enoch had any authoritative status. Consequently, there is no evidence that 
the Book of Enoch is part of the Old Testament canon. 
 
There is one more point that should be raised. Everyone agrees that the 
first books which were recognized as divinely inspired Scripture were the 
five books of Moses, Genesis through Deuteronomy. Yet Enoch lived 
before the time of Moses.  
 
Since there was no divinely inspired Scripture written before the time of 
Moses, this would rule out any so-called writing by Enoch as Holy 
Scripture. The canon of Scripture began with the writings of Moses.  
 
Since Jude quotes extensively from the writings of Moses, who was the 
foundational prophet in Scripture, it is not likely that he would accept as 
canonical the writings of one who lived before Moses. Therefore, while the 
statement of Enoch is true it does not come from a canonical source. 
 
7. The Book Of Jubilees 
 
Another important apocryphal work is the Book of Jubilees—supposedly 
written by the lawgiver Moses. The Book of Jubilees has also been called, 
“Little Genesis” because it expands upon the stories found in the Book of 
Genesis. It claims to record revelations which God gave to Moses while he 
was on Mount Sinai. The history of the world, from creation to the giving 
of the Law, was allegedly dictated to Moses by “the angel of the Presence.” 
All of this is recorded in Jubilees.  
 
However, this is not possible since the date of the composition of this work 
is usually assumed to be around 120 B.C.—over a thousand years after 
Moses’ death. 
 
The Book of Jubilees receives it name for its system of reckoning time— 
the Jubilee. Historical events from the creation of the world to the giving 
of the Law on Mount Sinai are divided into a series of Jubilees. Each of 
these Jubilees, consisting of forty-nine years, is composed of seven cycles 
of seven years.  
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From Jubilees, we are told such things as Enoch was the first man who 
learned the art of writing. Supposedly, he learned this from angels. We are 
also told that the angels taught Enoch a number of secret truths. 
 
According to the author of Jubilees, Hebrew was the language originally 
spoken by all creation. This includes animals as well as humans!  
 
Furthermore, we are told that Hebrew is actually the language of heaven. 
The Book of Jubilees says that after the destruction of the tower of Babel, 
the Hebrew language was forgotten. It was only revived again when 
Abraham was taught it by the angels.  
 
We also learn from the Book of Jubilees that when God created the angels, 
He created them circumcised! Obviously, the Book of Jubilees cannot be 
taken seriously. 
 
It is interesting to note that about fifteen or sixteen copies of the Book of 
Jubilees were found among the Dead Sea Scrolls. While this work still 
remains popular in some circles, there is no warrant whatsoever for 
believing it has anything remotely to do with Moses or God’s divine 
revelation to humanity. 
 
Enoch And Jubilees Are Accepted As Part Of  
Old Testament Scripture By The Ethiopic Church 
 
As mentioned, these writings are rejected as Scripture by all of 
Christendom with one exception—the Ethiopic Church. They accept both 
Enoch and Jubilees as part of the divinely authoritative Old Testament 
Scripture. However, as we have seen, there is no real basis to accept these 
writings as authentic. They are obvious forgeries and have no place in the 
Old Testament canon of Scripture. 
 
Summary To Question 10  
What Are The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha? (Enoch, Jubilees) 
 
The Jewish religious books written during the Old Testament period, and 
through the New Testament period, can be divided into three categories.  
 
There were books that all believers accepted as Scripture, the Old 
Testament, books that some accepted as Scripture, the Old Testament 
Apocrypha, and books that all rejected as Scripture, the Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha.  
 
The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha are books written in the name of a 
biblical character but are, in actuality, forgeries. Two of the most prominent 
of these are Enoch and the Book of Jubilees. The Ethiopic Church is the 
only Christian group that gives authoritative status to these books.  
 
The Book of Enoch is assumed to have been an authentic work because it 
is quoted in the New Testament by Jude. However, Jude does not 
introduce his statement with such words as, “it is written” or, “the Lord 
said.”  
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Instead, Jude is merely citing an authentic statement made by Enoch. 
Whether or not the source of Jude’s quotation was the Book of Enoch is 
debated. Even if Jude did make use of this apocryphal book, he is only 
citing the truth of one of its statements—not the fact of its divine 
inspiration.  
 
Consequently, there is no evidence that Jude thought that the Book of 
Enoch was an actual work from the patriarch who lived before the Flood. 
Thus, there is no evidence whatsoever that this book deserves any 
authoritative status. 
 
The Book of Jubilees, which was written about one hundred years before 
the time of Christ, is supposedly the work of Moses. It is an obvious 
pseudepigraph.  
 
It looks at the early history of humanity through various “Jubilees,” or 
periods of “forty-nine years.” These Jubilees begin at creation and take us 
up through the twelfth chapter of the Book of Exodus.  
 
There is no reason to believe that anything contained in this work can even 
be remotely attributed to Moses or given by divine revelation.  
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Question 11 
 

Does The New Testament Quote As Scripture Writings 
That Are Not Presently In The Bible? 

 
There are quotations and allusions found in the New Testament from 
books that are neither part of the Old Testament, nor part of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha. They are found in the books that have been rejected 
as Scripture by all—the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha.  
 
What are we to make of such citations? Why would the inspired writers 
quote these non-inspired sources? Why are they part of Holy Scripture? 
 
To answer these questions, we need to understand how these sources are 
being cited by the biblical writers. We can list these citations as follows. 
 
Example 1:  The Story Of Michael Disputing  

With The Devil Over Moses’ Body 
 
In the Book of Jude, we have recorded the story of Michael the archangel 
disputing with Satan over the body of Moses. Jude wrote: 
 

Yet Michael the archangel, when he was disputing with the Devil in a 
debate about Moses’ body, did not dare bring an abusive 
condemnation against him, but said, “The Lord rebuke you!” (Jude 9 
CSB). 

 
While Michael the archangel is named in the Old Testament in the Book 
of Daniel, he is not mentioned in the books of Moses—Genesis through 
Deuteronomy—and thus is never associated with arguing over the body of 
Moses. Indeed, there is nothing in the Old Testament that says there was 
any dispute over Moses body. The Bible says that God, not Michael, buried 
Moses. We read the following about Moses’ burial in the Book of 
Deuteronomy:  
 

He was buried in a valley in the land of Moab, opposite Beth-peor, but 
no one knows his burial place to this day (Deuteronomy 34:6 NRSV). 

 
This is all that the Old Testament Scripture has to say about the burial of 
Moses. This being the case, where then did Jude obtain his information? Is 
his information credible? Does what he said contradict the Old Testament 
when it says God, not Michael, buried Moses’ body? 
 
Jude May Have Cited A Work Known As The  
Assumption Of Moses Or The Testament Of Moses 
 
There are a couple of possibilities as to where Jude got his information for 
this story. It is often suggested that Jude is citing from a lost portion of a 
work called, The Testament of Moses or another work known as The Assumption 
of Moses. There is uncertainty as to whether these are two separate works, 
or one work with two different names.  
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It is possible that The Testament of Moses was originally written shortly 
before the time of Christ and then later rewritten with another title—The 
Assumption of Moses. It is also possible that we are dealing with two 
separate documents since many stories about Moses circulated during the 
time between the testaments. The evidence is simply unclear.  
 
The Testament of Moses is thought to have been written between 4 B.C. 
and A.D. 31. While part of this work still survives, the portion that 
contained the episode with Michael and the devil no longer exists. The 
fragment of the text that does still exist breaks off in the middle of the 
sentence before Moses’ death and burial is explained.  
 
However, some early Christian writers, who had the entire document 
intact, tell us that this episode was contained in this ancient work. The 
problem is that they call this work “The Assumption of Moses.” Therefore, 
we are not certain that they are referring to the same document. 
 
From the writings of these early Christians, we can seemingly recreate the 
main points of the story. In reconstructing what the text may have 
originally said, we discover that the devil disputed with Michael over 
Moses’ body. The devil attempted to deprive Moses of the honor of being 
buried by Michael the archangel.  
 
When Moses was a young man, he had killed an Egyptian. Thus, the devil 
considered him to be a murderer. Therefore, the devil assumed that Moses’ 
body belonged to him. This led Michael the archangel to rebuke the devil, 
who according to the story, was silenced by the rebuke and fled the scene. 
Moses was then buried in peace by Michael the chief messenger of the 
Lord. 
 
It is possible that Jude cited from one of these written works—the 
Testament of Moses or the Assumption of Moses. If so, then Jude cited 
from a work which is not part of Holy Scripture and was never assumed 
by anyone to be part of the biblical text.  
 
However, Jude would be citing the truth of the statement that was 
contained in the work without endorsing everything written in it. This is 
not inconsistent with the biblical doctrine of divine inspiration. It is the 
final product which is guaranteed to be without error.  
 
The biblical writers were free to quote sources apart from the canonical 
Scripture. In doing so, the Lord protected them from recording error. 
Thus, we may have an example here of a writer citing a non-biblical source 
that contained a truthful episode. How, and where, this non-biblical source 
obtained this information is not known. 
 
Jude May Have Had Another Source For His Citation 
 
However, there is another way of approaching this question. The early 
Christians tell us that the story of Michael disputing with the devil was 
contained in another written work. They, however, called it The Assumption 
of Moses rather than The Testament of Moses. 
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Consequently, we do not know if these are two separate documents or one 
document with two names. There is not enough information to be certain. 
What we do know is that the only manuscript that exists of the Testament 
of Moses does not contain the story of the devil arguing with Michael over 
the body of Moses. Therefore, we have no real, firsthand, evidence that 
this work contained this story. 
 
Whatever the case may be, none of these Christian writers say that Jude 
directly quoted from any apocryphal work. All they tell us is that a certain 
written work contained the story in which Jude refers. This is not the same 
as saying that the source of Jude’s citation was this written work. None of 
these writers tell us where Jude got his account because nobody knows 
where Jude derived his information. 
 
Therefore, we should not necessarily assume that Jude ever saw the 
document known as the Testament of Moses or the Assumption of Moses. 
It is certainly possible that Jude and the writer of the document had some 
type of older source which each of them used. This ancient source could 
have been oral or written. We just do not know. Yet, what we do know is 
that Jesus promised that the Holy Spirit would supernaturally protect His 
disciples from error. Jesus said the following: 
 

When the Spirit of truth comes, he will guide you into all the truth; for 
he will not speak on his own authority, but whatever he hears he will 
speak, and he will declare to you the things that are to come (John 
16:13 RSV). 

 
This being the case, the truth of the statement is not in question. How and 
where Jude obtained his information is something that we cannot answer. 
Obviously, there had to have been some sort of special revelation to 
someone to tell them of this episode which happened in the unseen world 
of angels and the devil. 
 
The Account Is Not Contrary To Scripture 
 
Something else needs to be emphasized. There is nothing in this account 
in the Book of Jude which is contrary to the teaching of the rest of 
Scripture. The Bible says that the Lord buried Moses. The fact that He may 
have done it though His angelic messengers does not contradict this. 
Indeed, that Michael would have been one of the angels who carried out 
Moses’ burial is also consistent with what we know about him as well as 
the ministry of angels.  
 
The Bible says that angels are ministering spirits who do the work of the 
Lord. The devil seemingly wanted to claim Moses’ body for himself. It is 
possible that the devil did not want to allow Moses to have the dignity of 
a proper burial. It is also possible that the idea was to make the body of 
Moses into an idol to be worshipped by the people. This may explain why 
it was necessary to bury Moses in a secret spot where nobody would know 
the location. We just do not know the motives of the various participants 
in this episode. 
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There is something else which should be noted. When Jude cited the 
phrase, “the Lord rebuke you” he was citing words which were used 
elsewhere in Scripture to rebuke the devil. We read the following in the 
Book of Zechariah: 
 

Next I saw Joshua the high priest standing before the angel of the 
Lord, with Satan standing at his right hand to accuse him.  The Lord 
said to Satan, “May the Lord rebuke you, Satan! May the Lord, who 
has chosen Jerusalem, rebuke you! (Zechariah 3:1-2 NET). 

 
Here the Lord Himself rebuked Satan by using the same phrase that we 
later find in the Book of Jude. Thus, the wording we find in Jude is 
consistent with that which is taught elsewhere in Scripture as to how to 
respond to the devil—it is the Lord who rebukes him. 
 
Therefore, we find that Jude says Michael the archangel thwarted the devil 
by using the phrase, “The Lord rebuke you.” Michael, one of the leading 
angels, found it necessary to rebuke the devil using the authority of the 
Lord, not his own authority.  
 
The lesson for believers is obvious. If Michael had to rebuff Satan by 
appealing to the authority of the Lord, how much more is it necessary for 
us to do this? This is the point of the citation. Again, we emphasize that 
this story is consistent with the rest of the teaching of Scripture. Therefore, 
we should accept it as true though we may not know where Jude derived 
his information. 
 
Example 2:  Jude Seemingly Quotes From The Book Of Enoch 
 
We dealt with this issue at length in our previous question. 

 
Example 3:  Paul Cites The Names Of Pharaoh’s Sorcerers 
 
When Paul wrote his second letter to Timothy, he mentioned the names of 
the two men who opposed Moses. He said the following: 
 

And just as Jannes and Jambres opposed Moses, so these people—
who have warped minds and are disqualified in the faith—also oppose 
the truth (2 Timothy 3:8 NET). 

  
“Opposing Moses” seems to refer to the magicians of Pharaoh who 
opposed Moses when he performed miracles in the presence of the leader 
of Egypt. Paul says their names were Jannes and Jambres.  
 
When Moses and Aaron delivered God’s message, that Israel was to be 
allowed to leave Egypt to worship God in the wilderness, the Pharaoh 
refused. Moses then performed a number of miracles in front of Pharaoh. 
We are then told that Pharaoh summoned his own miracle workers. The 
Bible says: 
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Pharaoh then summoned wise men and sorcerers, and the Egyptian 
magicians also did the same things by their secret arts (Exodus 7:11 
NIV). 

 
The names of these men are not recorded in the Old Testament yet Paul 
mentions them when writing to Timothy. How then, did Paul know the 
names of these magicians of Pharaoh? Where did he derive his 
information?  
 
There are a couple of possibilities. These names could have been handed 
down as part of Jewish oral tradition. At the time of Paul, there was a large 
body of oral tradition which had been handed down by the Jewish people. 
His information could have come from this tradition. 
 
It is also possible that Paul had some written source which mentioned these 
names. The names of these two men are mentioned in a number of ancient 
sources though the spelling of their names varies.  
 
In the Targum of Jonathan, an early Jewish work which comments on 
various portions of the Hebrew Scripture, they are named as the men who 
opposed the prophet, Moses. 
 
The early church Father Origen mentions a book titled Jamnes et 
Mambres. This book may have been composed before the time of Christ 
and could have been the source of the names which Paul used. A pagan 
writer, Pliny the Elder, who lived in the first century A.D., knew the name 
Jamnes as one of the magicians of Pharaoh.  
 
Therefore, Paul, in mentioning these names, shows that he is familiar with 
the current Jewish tradition about the identity of the individuals who 
opposed Moses before Pharaoh. However, the source in which he used, 
which contained these names, is not known.  
 
While the names of these sorcerers are not recorded in the Old Testament 
there is nothing that prevents their names from being accurately passed 
down or recorded apart from Holy Scripture.  
 
Observations On These Passages 
 
We can make a number of observations about these passages that cite 
information which is not found in the canonical Scripture. 
 
1. The Sources Used Are True But They Are Not Scripture 
 
From the information available, we can conclude that Paul and Jude 
obtained accurate information from either oral or written sources that 
supplemented stories recorded in the Old Testament. There is nothing that 
indicates that they believed there were other written sources of divinely 
inspired truth; only that other ancient sources contained accurate 
information about Old Testament sayings and events.  
 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 143 

The fact that a New Testament author adopted either the ideas or certain 
phrases from a particular source certainly does not mean that the author 
considered that the source was divinely inspired.  
 
2. This Is Similar To Other Citations Found In Scripture 
 
That Jude and Paul cited these statements and events which are not found 
in the Old Testament Scripture can be compared to other New Testament 
citations. For example, we find that Paul cited from a number of pagan 
sources. In the Book of Acts, we read the following statement of Paul: 
 

For in him we live and move and exist. As one of your own poets says, 
‘We are his offspring’ (Acts 17:28 NLT). 

 
This is a citation from a heathen poet Aratus—not from a biblical source. 
Yet the quotation is cited to illustrate a point that Paul was making. Paul is 
certainly not advocating the divine inspiration of entire work from which 
he quoted. He is merely using the quotation to illustrate his point. 
 
In another place, Paul wrote to Titus and cited the writer Epimenides. He 
said: 
 

One of their own men, a prophet from Crete, has said about them, 
“The people of Crete are all liars; they are cruel animals and lazy 
gluttons.” This is true. So rebuke them as sternly as necessary to make 
them strong in the faith (Titus 1:12,13 NLT). 

 
Again, Paul is citing the truth of the statement, not the canonical status of 
the writing.  
 
Elsewhere, he wrote to the Corinthians and quoted the writer Menander. 
He said: 
 

Do not be deceived: “Bad company corrupts good morals” (1 
Corinthians 15:33 CSB). 

 
The fact that Paul cited these pagan writers does not mean that he 
considered their works authoritative—it merely means that they made 
some truthful statements that he could use to illustrate a particular point 
he was making. Consequently, we should not attribute divine authority to 
a particular writer, or writing, merely because the Bible cites it. 
 
In a somewhat similar manner, Paul and Jude cited truths which were not 
contained in the Hebrew Old Testament. In doing so, they were not 
declaring that the sources they were citing were divinely inspired of God—
only that what they said was true.  
 
Furthermore, as far as the exact sources that these New Testament writers 
cited, we simply do not know what they are. Yet, what we do know is that 
the Holy Spirit, the ultimate author of the words of Scripture, guided them 
to record correct information.  
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Summary To Question 11   
Does The New Testament Quote As Scripture Writings  
That Are Not Presently In The Bible?  
 
There are three places in the New Testament where information is supplied 
about words and events which occurred during the Old Testament period 
but are not found in the Old Testament.  
 
Jude cites the story of Michael the archangel disputing with the devil over 
the body of Moses. Jude also refers to a prophecy made by Enoch about 
the Lord coming with countless numbers of His holy ones. The Apostle 
Paul cites the names of two of the magicians that opposed Moses before 
the Pharaoh.  
 
None of this information is contained in the Old Testament. Therefore, 
the question arises as to where these biblical writers derived their 
information. 
 
The sources are uncertain. The citations in Jude are possibly from books 
that are of questionable value. A writing known as the Testament of Moses 
or another work known as the Assumption of Moses may be the source of 
the story of Michael and the devil. The apocryphal Book of Enoch may be 
the source of the citation from Enoch.   
 
However, it is by no means certain that Jude used either of these sources. 
It is likely that he had some accurate oral tradition, or some other ancient 
document, which recorded this information.  
 
There is, of course, the possibility that Jesus taught His disciples about 
these things on some occasion. We just do not know. Yet, what we do 
know is that the information is guaranteed to be accurate because the Holy 
Spirit, the ultimate author of Scripture, made certain that the human writers 
were guided into all truth. 
 
Likewise, Paul’s naming of Pharaoh’s sorcerers could have come from 
some accurate oral or written source. Clearly, the names Jannes and 
Jambres were familiar to the Jews as the men who opposed Moses.  
 
Again, no matter what the source of information may be, the real issue is 
the accuracy of that information. The Bible, being God’s divinely inspired 
Word, always provides inerrant information about whatever subject in 
which it speaks. 
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Question 12 
 

What Conclusions Can We Make About The 
Old Testament Apocrypha And Pseudepigrapha? 

 
After looking at the writings known as the Old Testament Apocrypha and 
the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, we can make the following 
observations and conclusions with respect to their relationship to the Old 
Testament canon. 
 
1. The Canon Was Settled For Both Jews And Christians: These 

Writings Were Not Part Of It 
 
All of the early evidence makes it clear that the canon of the Old Testament 
was set for both Jews and Christians—there was no such thing as a flexible 
canon as some have argued. This is especially the case with those living at 
the time of Jesus.  
 
While they disagreed on many issues, there was a common consensus as to 
the extent of the Old Testament canon. Of all the charges that Jesus laid 
against the religious rulers, He never charged them with adding or 
subtracting to the canon of Scripture. The canon was set and it did not 
contain the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha, or the Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha.  
 
This includes the canon of the Sadducees, those Jews who lived in 
Alexandria, Egypt, as well as the ones who lived by the Dead Sea—they all 
accepted the same books. 
 
A close examination of the New Testament bears this out. Indeed, we find 
Jesus and the New Testament writers, quoting various books from the Old 
Testament as being divinely authoritative about three hundred separate 
times. In fact, almost all of the books of the Old Testament are directly 
quoted or cited in some other manner. 
 
Yet, never once do we find the New Testament writers citing the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, or any other writings for that matter, as being Holy 
Scripture. Since we have frequent references to the authority of the Hebrew 
Scriptures, but no references to the Old Testament Apocrypha, it makes it 
clear that the Old Testament canon consisted of the Hebrew Scriptures 
alone. 
 
Later in the first century, the Jewish writer Flavius Josephus said that the 
Jews only had twenty-two sacred books. While he does not list the books 
individually, we find that his writings contain references to every Old 
Testament book except Chronicles and Job.  
 
Add to this, no books of the Old Testament Apocrypha are cited by 
Josephus as Scripture. This is a further indication of the existence of a fixed 
canon of Scripture with well-known contents. 
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2. The Jews Did Not Make A Distinction Between The  
Old Testament Apocrypha And Pseudepigrapha 

 
In one sense, the common terms to designate the books outside of the 
Hebrew canon, the Old Testament Apocrypha and Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha, are actually misleading.  These terms do not refer to two 
separate collections of writings which were made by the Jews.  
 
To the Jewish people, all religious literature was either canonical or non-
canonical—either God divinely spoke through the writings or He did not.  
 
Therefore, it would probably be more accurate to speak of this entire group 
of writings as Jewish apocryphal literature rather than separating it into 
categories of the Old Testament Apocrypha and the Pseudepigrapha. 
 
The Old Testament Hebrew canon was a distinctive set of writings. From 
all Jewish sources we find the sacred writings numbered at either twenty-
two or twenty-four books—the difference between these numbers merely 
depends upon how they were divided, not the contents.  
 
While later in Jewish history certain interpretations of the Rabbis were 
given some type of authority, it was never considered to be on a par with 
Scripture. Consequently, while the Jews did view various writings apart 
from Scripture as possessing some type of authority, these writings were 
never considered to be divinely authoritative. Furthermore, this secondary 
authority was never given to any of the writings of the Old Testament 
Apocrypha. 
 
3. The Earliest Canonical Lists Do Not Contain These Works 
 
Not only did the Jews reject the Old Testament Apocrypha as Holy 
Scripture, the earliest canonical lists which the Christian church produced 
also omitted these writings. In fact, for the first three hundred years of the 
church, every canonical list of Scripture, which still exists, lists the canon 
of the Jews as the Old Testament canon. None of them include the books 
of the Old Testament Apocrypha. This shows that the early church 
continued in the tradition of the ancient Jews, Jesus, and His apostles. 
 
As we look at the history of the church, there is no evidence that these 
writings were accepted as authoritative by all believers. To the contrary, 
leading Roman Catholic theologians, scholars, cardinals, and even popes, 
denied their divine status. Church history does not testify to the continuous 
acceptance of these writings as Holy Scripture. 
 
4. The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha  

Never Claim To Be Part Of Scripture 
 
One of the strongest arguments against the Old Testament Apocrypha as 
Holy Scripture comes from these very writings. None of the books, which 
are part of this collection, ever claim to be Holy Scripture. This is in 
contrast to almost all of the recognized Old Testament books where we 
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find such statements as “thus says the Lord,” or the writer claiming that 
the Word of the Lord came unto him in a unique way. 
 
5. The Books Of The Old Testament Apocrypha  

Recognized Old Testament As Scripture 
 
While the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha did not claim scriptural 
status for themselves, they recognized the Hebrew Old Testament as 
Scripture. This is very important to note.  
 
For example, we read in First Maccabees about the Jews being in 
possession of the holy books. It says: 
 

Therefore, though we have no need of these things, since we have as 
encouragement the holy books that are in our hand (1 Maccabees 12:9 
NRSV).  

 
At this time in history, about 165 B.C., a set of holy books was recognized. 
The Torah, or the Law of Moses, was especially sacred to these people. We 
read about this in Second Maccabees:   
 

But making a high resolve, worthy of his years and the dignity of his 
old age and the gray hairs that he had reached with distinction and his 
excellent life even from childhood, and moreover according to the holy 
God-given law, he declared himself quickly, telling them to send him 
to Hades . . . and leave to the young a noble example of how to die a 
good death willingly and nobly for the revered and holy laws. When he 
had said this, he went at once to the rack (2 Maccabees 6:23, 28 NRSV) 

 
Here it speaks of the Law of Moses as both holy and God-given.  
 
In fact, if we combine the testimony from the various books of the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, we find that they cite each of the books of the 
Hebrew canon as Holy Scripture! On the other hand, they cite none of the 
books of the Old Testament Apocrypha as divine. 
 
Therefore, while the Old Testament Apocrypha testifies to a group of 
sacred writings, none of the books, which make up this collection, are 
included as part of this authoritative list or canon of Holy Scripture.  
 
Consequently, from all the available evidence we can conclude that the Old 
Testament Apocrypha, while helpful in certain historical matters, has no 
claim whatsoever to be part of the Old Testament Scripture.  
 
6. It Was Not The Responsibility Of The Church  

To Determine The Old Testament Canon 
 
Our final point in this section re-emphasizes something we have already 
stressed. It was never the job of the New Testament church to determine 
which books belonged in the Old Testament canon. The only role the 
church could have had would be to discover which books were recognized 



Does The Old Testament Apocrypha Belong In The Bible? 

 © Don Stewart 148 

as canonical by those who were given the authority at the time of their 
writing. This is the nation of Israel.  
 
In fact, the New Testament is clear that the Jews were given the 
responsibility of receiving and safeguarding the oracles of God. Paul wrote: 
 

So what advantage does the Jew have? Or what is the benefit of 
circumcision? Considerable in every way. First, they were entrusted 
with the spoken words of God (Romans 3:1-2 CSB). 

 
There is no biblical evidence whatsoever that they ever violated this trust.  
 
Therefore, if we are going to be consistent with the Scripture, we should 
hold to the same canon as is found among all the ancient Jewish writings 
which exist. This canon does not include the Old Testament Apocrypha. 
  
Summary To Question 12  
What Conclusions Can We Make About The Old Testament 
Apocrypha And Pseudepigrapha? 
 
There are a number of observations that can be made about the books 
known as the Old Testament Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha.  
 
To begin with, all ancient sources give consistent testimony to the Hebrew 
canon as being the only sacred books that God has revealed to humanity. 
They do not include the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha.  
 
Actually, there is no warrant for dividing books into the categories of 
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha for books were either canonical or non-
canonical.  
 
There is also the consistent testimony of the earliest canonical lists. All the 
books of the Hebrew canon, with the sometime exception of Esther, show 
up on all of these lists. However, the Old Testament Apocrypha shows up 
on none of them. 
 
We also find that while the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha 
recognize the Old Testament as Scripture, none of these books make any 
claim for divine inspiration. All things considered, these books in the 
category of the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha may be helpful in historical 
and other matters, but they certainly are not part of God’s divine Word to 
the human race.  
 
Therefore, they should never be treated as part of Scripture or even bound 
together in the same volume as God’s Holy Word. Humanity needs to have 
a clear distinction between what God said and what humans have said. 
 
Finally, we again emphasize that it has never been the job of the church to 
determine the extent of the Old Testament canon. God gave this 
responsibility to the nation of Israel—they recognized the divine writings. 
While all of the books of the Hebrew canon were individually recognized 
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as Scripture, none of the books which make up the Old Testament 
Apocrypha were accorded divine status.  
 
The accepted writings would have been placed in the temple archives the 
moment their divine status was recognized. The church could not perform 
this task—only those living at the time these books were written were in a 
position to make the determination of their status. The testimony of the 
Jews is loud and clear—the books of the Old Testament Apocrypha do not 
belong in Holy Scripture. 
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