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 It was a cold, blistering, wintry evening but this did not retard the advance of a goodly 

number of Protestant Reformed young folk. They fought the fierce winds, laughed off the cold, 

and struggled through the massive heaps of wind-driven snow. 

 Among them you could also find a few strangers, faces of those who ordinarily did not 

assemble with Protestant Reformed youth. 

 And the occasion? 

 Well, it came about this way. Jim, a Protestant Reformed lad of about sixteen, worked in 

the neighborhood shoe store after school and on Saturdays. While waiting on a customer the 

other day, Jim had become involved in a discussion about the Bible. Bob, the customer, was a 

Catholic lad of approximately the same age as Jim and he had charged that the Protestant Bible 

was incomplete and that only the Roman Catholics have the complete Bible. For this Jim would 

not stand and consequently an interesting discussion ensued. However, since this was a place of 

business and Jim, conscientious about his work, felt it unfair to his employer to engage in this 

sort of thing while other customers were waiting to be served, and so did not at this time extend 

the discussion. Instead, he invited his Catholic acquaintance to an open discussion of the 

question at a later time and, somewhat to his own surprise, Bob said he would be glad to accept. 

 So it was that a mass meeting of Protestant Reformed youth in the area was arranged at 

which was to be featured a Round Table Discussion on the subject: “Is Our Bible Complete?” In 

addition to Jim and Bob, two others were chosen to complete the panel; Sue to represent the 

Catholic view and Mary to defend the Protestant position. Hence the strangers also in the crowd 

– those who belonged to the side of the opposition, friends of Bob and Sue. 

 The moderator for the evening took his position before the interested audience. “Now we 

know,” he began, “that there is a difference between the Catholic and Protestant views 

concerning the Bible. I wonder, Bob, if you would care to present the issue?” 

 “Be pleased to,” responded confident Bob, rising to his feet in excitement. “You see, we 

Catholics claim that our Bible is the complete Bible. We deny the charge that is sometimes 

hurled against us that we have added something to the Bible. This is simply not true. On the 

contrary, we claim that the non-catholic versions of the Bible have omitted something from the 

real Bible and, therefore, your Bible is not complete. You have taken seven books out of the Old 

Testament. These books belong there and to omit them is a serious error.” 

 “No, no, no!” burst Mary, who at this point could not be restrained. “Bob is talking about 

books that are ‘Apocrypha’ and these do not really belong to the inspired canon of God’s Word. 

The term ‘Apocrypha’ which I used literally signifies something that is hidden, doubtful, secret. 

As I used it, it denotes those books or writings that purport to be Holy Scriptures but which, upon 

closer investigation, can be shown to be unworthy of the title, ‘Word of God.’ Incidentally, there 

are more than seven of them but I think it is correct that the Roman Catholics have included only 

seven in their Bibles.” 

 “I just want to make one correction here,” inserted Sue. “We ought to bear in mind that in 

our discussion the word that Mary used is a Protestant term with a Protestant meaning. We 

Catholics do not agree with her statements. We deny that the content of these books is ‘hidden, 

or doubtful’ but we maintain that they are God’s Word and not simply that they purport to be.” 



 “Nevertheless,” and now it was Jim’s turn to speak, “Mary is still correct. Now I know 

that you who maintain the Catholic position will not agree with this but nonetheless the truth is 

clearly stated in our Confession. I would like to read part of this in order to make our position 

clear. I’m quoting the Belgic Confession, Article 6: 

 ‘We distinguish those sacred books from the apocryphal…all 

 of which the church may read and take instruction from, so 

 far as they agree with the Canonical books; but they are far 

 from having such power and efficacy, as that we may from 

 their testimony confirm any point of faith, or of the Christian 

 religion; much less detract from the authority of the other 

 sacred books.’ 

 “That’s our stand.” 

 “You make a wild assertion there,” chided Bob. “You simply imply that these books 

about which we are speaking do not agree in content with those that you call Canonical Books. 

This you will have to prove most conclusively.” 

 “Let me do that,” said Mary, impatiently waiting to explode her mind. “I have read some 

of those books in preparation for our discussion tonight and I would like to show you that what 

Jim says is certainly true. In these books, for example, we read about offerings for the dead and 

that atonement can be made through human efforts and that angels bring our prayers to God. 

Now, such things are in conflict with what the Bible teaches. Do you want the references?” 

 “No, the references are not necessary,” responded Sue. “But I want to say that here is 

where you are wrong. The things you mention are not in conflict with the Bible. The trouble is 

that you think that you can interpret the Bible and that’s why you can find conflict. Really, the 

conflict is only with your interpretation. We Catholics believe that only the Church may interpret 

the Bible for us and then we have no conflict at all. The Church says that the Bible teaches these 

things.” 

 “That’s interesting,” said Jim, “but false. There are two things here. First, how do you 

harmonize this position with this passage from the Bible: ‘But the anointing which ye have 

received of Him abideth in you, and ye need not that any man teach you; but as the same 

anointing teacheth you all things, and is truth, and is no lie, and even as it has taught you, ye 

shall abide in Him.’ (I John 2:27). And, secondly, if the Church taught that the Bible said that 

stones were good to eat and that the moon is made of green cheese, would you believe that too?” 

 At this point the moderator, eager to continue the discussion, had to break the long 

silence that followed. “Suppose you tell us,” he went on to say, “why the Catholics claim these 

books to be canonical.” 

 “Yes,” and now it was Bob speaking, “I will do that. You see, before the time of Christ, 

there were two divisions of Jews. Some remained in Palestine and continued to use the Scripture 

written in Hebrew. Others, scattered throughout foreign lands, particularly in Europe, were better 

acquainted with the Greek because Greek was then the common language. For the use of the 

Greek-speaking Jews, the Old Testament was translated into Greek several centuries before the 

coming of Christ. And it was these Greek-speaking Jews who, even before the time of Christ, 

regarded the seven books of which we speak as inspired. Now the apostles used the Scriptures of 

the Greek-speaking Jews, and it is upon the authority of the apostles that the Old Testament, with 

the seven books under consideration, was held to be inspired. We, therefore, regard them as such 

upon apostolic authority.” 



 “But,” bombastic Mary queried, “can you explain then why it is that even though the 

New Testament writers, who often quoted from the Greek translation of the Old Testament, 

never once quoted from any of these books? Nowhere do you read that the apostles approved any 

of these books. I claim that you cannot appeal to the apostles at all.” 

 “What is more,” added Jim, “Jesus also frequently quoted from the Old Testament but he 

never did from the books which you claim are part of those Scriptures.” 

 Sue, desiring to come to Bob’s defense in this matter, could only think of one thing to 

say. “There are several other books in the Old Testament from which none of the New Testament 

writers quoted, aren’t there?” she asked. “You don’t claim that these are not canonical just for 

that reason, do you?” 

 Jim answered, “No, we do not. Remember, however, that all of these books belonged to 

the Hebrew Canon which was closed before the time of Christ. It seems more reasonable to 

conclude from the fact that Christ and his apostles did not refer to these additions to the Greek 

translation that they did not approve of them than it is to simply assert that these books have 

apostolic authority without offering any concrete proof.” 

 Much more was said. Questions were asked by the audience. But here we must close the 

discussion for our space is more than occupied for this issue! 
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