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WHAT IS MODERNISM?
1. What is Modernism? It is an experience “racket.” 

Webster defines “racket” as “a dodge, a trick; a 
fraudulent scheme, game or the like.” The extreme 
form of racketeering involves extortion and violence 
“or an unlawful interference with business.” Now 
the business of theological seminaries is to teach the 
definite content of the Christianity of the Bible, and 
to teach its students so to teach. That obligation is 
generally defined and acknowledged by the profes
sors being obliged to sign a Statement of Principles, 
on entering the faculty, giving their word of honor, 
in a solemn vow before God and the people from 
whom they receive their support, that they will both 
teach these truths sincerely and not teach anything 
contrary to them. The racket of modernism consists 
in their breaking their vows, and, individually or 
banded together, seizing their institution, its build
ings, its facilities of library, class rooms and pub
lications, and gradually making all it is, has and 
stands for, swing over to defend and propagate ex
actly the opposite to what it has vowed to teach, and 
to teach others to teach. The men who engineer this 
great farce and fraud are as morally ugly as bandits 
and bank robbers. They have no character. They 
hide behind the dodge called “academic freedom.” 
But as I have said before, there is no such thing as 
academic freedom without academic responsibility. 
Covenant breaking, failing in elemental veracity and 
moral responsibility, and broken promises to God 
and man, are not parts of any genuine “academic 
freedom.” There is no “freedom” to steal colleges 
and seminaries, founded with sacrifices by our fore
fathers in their poverty, and pervert them to the 
unholy ends of destroying the very faith they are 
pledged to teach, and to teach to teach.

2. But don't Baptists believe in an experience of 
grace? Yes, my brother, we do. And we know 
whereof we speak, for we know whom we have be
lieved and we know what we have believed and 
the Spirit bears witness with our Spirits that we 
are the sons of God. But this experience racket of 
modernism uses double talk. It means that experi
ence is a revelation, the only revelation of truth. 
And truth is nothing stable, abiding, certain. As 
Vergilius Ferm, in his “Encyclopedia of Religion”, 
p. 498, says: “According to Modernists ‘truth’ is not 
stable, immutable and eternal, but something that 
may vary with the times, even with one’s own in
terior experiences or reactions . . . ‘Revelation’ is 
not a truth revealed, from without, by Almighty 
God either directly or through the medium of the 
prophets and especially through His Divine Son (cf.

Heb. 1:1, 2) Jesus Christ, ascertainable and demon
strable by such unimpeachable documents as the 
Sacred Scriptures, but rather some indefinite, un- 
definable inner experience (Immanence Apolo
getics) . .

So, you see, the experience racket easily fools, by 
this double talk, the simple Baptist. He thinks the 
modernist is talking about an experience of grace, 
whereas he is talking about his EXPERIENTIAL 
philosophy and its theorizing. He does not mean, by 
experience, regeneration, sanctification and eternal 
life. He means his double-dealing experiential 
scheme of theology, if it can be caled a theology. It 
is really not a theology at all, but wholly a man- 
ology.

3. Where did the Protestant Modernist get his 
modernism from? He got it from the same source 
from which he got his infant baptism, his union of 
Church and State, his sprinkling instead of baptism, 
his Calendar Year of special days, his pseudo-bishops 
as bosses of the underlings, his idea that the family, 
not the individual believer, is the unit in religion, 
his Old Testament Church doctrine instead of loyalty 
to New Testament churches, his falling away from 
grace to a religion under the Law, or this mixture 
of much law and a little gospel. Christianity, as 
revealed, leads genuinely baptized believers to “con
tinue stedfastly in the apostles’ doctrine” and in the 
fellowship and the breaking of bread and the prayers 
of the Christians’ common life in the churches. But 
your Protestant modernist got his modernism where 
he got so much more of the apostasy of his State 
Churches and their descendants. He got it from 
Roman Catholicism. Historic modernism is a vast 
and terrible phase of Roman Catholic history.

4. Well, how did you find that out? By study of 
the facts. I met a Brazilian pastor one day and he 
said to me: “We are beginning to read in the papers 
now and then a good deal about modernism. Now 
we have not the slightest idea what the word means. 
Will you not tell us in your weekly column in our 
national Baptist paper?” I promised I would. I soon 
discovered that I had not the slightest idea myself 
what modernism is. I went to the National Library 
of Brazil, there on the main avenue of Rio de Janeiro, 
which corresponds somewhat to the Congressional 
Library in Washington. I found that the main floor 
of the left wing of the great building is given over 
to general works, dictionaries, encyclopedias and 
authorities in general. There I found encyclopedias, 
Bible dictionaries and Bible encyclopedias in Portu
gese, Spanish, Italian, French, German and English.



There were Jewish, Roman Catholic, Protestant and 
even some Baptist works. The great Hastings dic
tionaries and others more conservative were there. 
I gave long study to what they had to say on modern
ism. It was a vast and thorough witness. Then I 
wrote for weeks, in my column. I cannot repeat 
that here. I shall briefly summarize similar testi
mony in works available to you.

5. But isn't "modernist" just an epithet, used 
against someone who happens to disagree with the 
one using the epithet? No. It is a word with historic 
meaning. And my first plea was that we should 
never use the term as an epithet, but only in truth 
and intelligently. A man is not a modernist because 
he disagrees with you or me. The word has mean
ing, There are many modernists who believe in the 
Virgin birth of Christ and the inspiration of the 
Scriptures, many Fundamentalists who are modern
ists, many Pentecostals and advocates of emotional
ism who are, in the very essence of all their re
ligious thinking and life, MODERNISTS.

6. Bui, historically, what are we to understand 
by modernism? A movement within the Roman 
Catholic Church, that came to a head at the be
ginning of this century, though having roots in 
earlier philosophy, and was exterminated ruthlessly, 
systematically and totally by Pope Pius X, who, for 
that achievement, was raised to the category of a 
“Saint” in recent years.

7. Can we have some authorized Catholic testi
mony of these facts? Yes. I quote again from Ferm’s 
Encyclopedia of Religion. Vergilius Ferm has 191 
different authors write for his Encyclopedia on sub
jects they specialize in, including Jews, Roman 
Catholics, Protestants, Baptists, etc. I quoted above 
from the article on MODERNISM, by “The Very 
Reverend Raphael M. Huber, O.F.M. Conv., S.T.D., 
S.T.M., Associate Professor of Church History, 
Catholic University, Washington, D. C.” So there 
now! He says, as to the history of the movement: 
“The origin of Modernism is to be sought remotely 
in Pantheism and Gnosticism: proximately in the 
Subjective Philosophy of the XX century. Its two 
basic doctrines are Agnosticism and Immanentism. 
It leans on the teachings of such philosophers as 
Kant, Jacobi and Schleiermacher, etc., who place the 
essence of religion in interior feeling and sentiment. 
... In Germany, the theory of 'sentimental’ or ‘in
teriorly experimental’ religion, found staunch ad
herents in A. Ritschl and A. Harnack: in France, in 
A. Sabatier and E. Menegoz (Fideimus). These 
philosophico-theological concepts of Faith, Truth and 
Revelation gradually worked their way into Cath
olic circles, both clerical and lay. In France, they 
found both acceptance and propaganda by Edouard 
Le Roy and L. Laberthoniere, in England, by M. G. 
Tyrrell, and in Italy by E. Buoanaiuti, P. Murri and 
an anonymous author of Programma dei modernisii 
(Rome, 1907); in Germany, by Hugo Koch, Joseph 
Schnitzer and Joseph Wittig. In the United States 

foreign infiltration was hardly noticeable . . Now, 
to most of us, these are just names. But sixty years 
ago, in their cultural circles, they were heads of 
vast intellectual movements over Europe, in the 
very heart of the Roman Catholic world. Loisy, 
for example, was Abbe and Prof, in the Instiiui 
Caiholique, till excommunicated, then Prof, in the 
College de France, having the honor — if honor it 
be — of being guilty of the authorship of 38 of the 
65 Modernistic propositions condemned by decree of 
Pius X in 1907. He is the author of a host of books, 
weighty with infidel philosophy and unbelief. George 
Tyrrell was a converted Anglican who became a 
member of the Jesuit order and wrought in England 
as Loisy did in France. These names mentioned 
above are merely the heads of great movements of 
popular propaganda, held to be almost infallible in 
wide scholastic and intellectual circles, with a vast 
journalism and publication facilities under their 
control or at their orders. It was probably the most 
colossal revolt of the mind against any idea of his
toric revelation in Scripture that ever cursed hu
manity. Pope Pius classified this propaganda as ‘The 
synthesis of all heresies” and Loisy’s goal was noth
ing less than the “setting aside of every Catholic 
doctrine.” The battle of the intellectuals was, seem
ingly, won at the very heart of Catholicism, the main 
centers of its millions, when Pius X sprang into the 
fray.

8. How could Pius X so quickly overcome this 
vast international monster? Well, he was un
doubtedly pious, which many of the "Pii" never were. 
That is just a name a pope takes, upon election. This 
one’s real name was Guiseppe Melchiore Sarto, born 
in North Italy in 1835. When he assumed the papal 
tiara, he set as his goal to “renew all things in Christ.” 
And he left no stone unturned to that end, as it re
lated to abolishing Modernism and restoring to the 
Catholic Church its historic faith. He followed 
through a series of a score of measures in his reign 
(1903-1914): (1) Key books of Modernism were put 
on the Index Librorum Prohibiiorum. (2) By the 
decree Lameniabili Sane Exiiu, he condemned 65 
popular propositions of Modernism and stigmatized 
them as "Errores modernistarum de Ecclesia, Revela
tions, Christo, Sacramentis." This was of July 7, 1907, 
(3) He followed that, on Sept. 8, 1907, with a Papal 
Encyclical, "Pascendi Dominici Gregis", containing 
a detailed characterization and criticism of Modern
ism. (4) He therein instructed all Bishops to be vig
ilant about their professors in philosophico-theo
logical seminaries and concerning the books used 
and consulted by students. (5) Vigilance committees 
were established to see that there should be no 
further infiltration of false doctrines. (6) Excom
munication became the doom of the guilty, expulsion 
and ostracism in this life, and to hell hereafter. 
(7) He then ordered every priest to take a solemn 
“Oath Against Modernism”, which was both a solemn 
profession of faith and an abjuration of all Modern



istic errors. (8) All priests who refused to take the 
oath were at once deposed, by decree of Aug. 30, 
1907. Note how swiftly events moved. (9) That Oath 
is still in vogue and is demanded of all clerics before 
accepting office and before beginning each scholastic 
year’s teaching, of all Pastors of souls, prelates 
(Bishops, Generals, Provincials) and all Religious 
Superiors before induction in office or, in the case 
of Bishops, before transferring to a new diocese. 
(10) Later Congregational decrees of March 22, 1918, 
and May 14, 1931, require the Oath, not only of all 
professors, lay and cleric, but also of all candidates 
for academic degrees. (11) He ordered a new and 
colossal revision of Canon Law, about completed at 
the time of his death. (12) He reorganized the Roman 
Curial Congregation, for the first time since 1587. 
(13) He created a periodical, Acia Aposiolicae Sedis, 
as the official organ of the Holy See. (14) He re
quired study courses and founded advanced studies 
and the Biblical Institute, in Rome. (15) He reformed 
the Roman Breviary (Prayer-book of the priests for 
their daily sin of “vain repetitions”, “much speak
ing”, Matt. 6:7), involving a weekly recitation of all 
the Psalms. He also made changes in the Missal (the 
private prayer book of the laity and women, for “the 
praying of the Mass”). (16) He banished theatrical 
music from choirs in public worship and reestab
lished the unpopular Gregorian Chant. (17) He or
dained anew the weekly explanation of the Word of 
God by the clergy, for priests tend to be mere 
ecclesiastical performers, not preachers or public 
teachers in thinking. (18) He exhorted to frequent, 
even daily participation in the Mass, “daily Com
munion”. (19) He gave laws as to Catholic voting. 
(20) He severed diplomatic relations with France, 
Portugal and, for a while, even with Spain, in his 
battles with their anti-clerical politicians, and made 
all sorts of political changes, abolishing various youth 
or labor organizations and stimulating world mis
sions, with redognition of a wide variety of rites 
(denominations) within the Catholic fold. These are 
summaries of the articles of the learned Huber, cited 
above, in two articles in Ferm’s Encyclopedia.

9. Doesn't it fill you with horror that a Pope has 
all that authority? Yes. I loathe it with every fiber 
of my being. The papal assumption of the authority 
of God, to oppose Modernism and impose many tra
ditions of men that are just as evil, is little short 
of blasphemy. The pope threw out the baby with 
the bath water. Can we, in our way and place, save 
the baby and yet run the dirty water down the drain? 
That is our problem.

10. What light does the New Testament throw on 
how io combat error in the pulpit and in the 
churches? A lot of light. The first great invasion of 
error in the churches came early, less than two dec
ades after the death of Christ. You read in Acts 15:1, 
“And certain men which came down from Judea 
taught the brethren, and said, Except ye be circum
cised after the manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved.” 

But they were already saved and had launched out, 
as messengers of the same salvation by grace, to the 
Gentile world. Now these outsiders from the strong
hold of Phariseeism come in to repudiate the gospel 
they had received in Antioch and were passing on. 
It is the first great apostasy from the faith of the 
gospel. How did Paul meet it? Was there any pope, 
any Index, any "Lameniabile", any encyclical, any 
Congregation (except that all existing churches were, 
and for a long time to come would be, autonomous 
congregational organizations), any bishops except 
the married pastors, several of them, if need be, in 
each large church, Phil. 1:1, any Holy Inquisition, 
any ties to be severed with any State that proved 
obstreporous, any Prelates? No! Nothing remotely 
similar to these excretions of apostasy existed, to 
meet this solemn issue, or would ever exist for long 
centuries to come.

Paul met false doctrine, face to face, with personal 
and public protest. There was no end to it. He 
“raised a riot”, the Greek tells us. It is the same 
word used in Mark 15:7; Lu. 23:19; Acts 19:40 for 
“insurrection”, “sedition”, “uproar”. That is the way 
to put a stop to false gospels. Make an outcry, as I 
am attempting to do in my small way here, and have 
done in many times past. Those who “continue sted- 
fastly in the apostles’ doctrine” have to stand heroic
ally for that doctrine or see it perish from the earth. 
A wise thinker has said that a democracy is not gov
erned by public opinion, BUT BY THE PUBLIC 
OPINION THAT EXPRESSES ITS CONVICTIONS. 
Well, the Pharisee group were whipped down and 
out of Antioch. That was not enough. Paul and 
Barnabas carried the issue straight back to their own 
home church in Jerusalem. They took along Titus 
as a test case, as if saying: “Here is an uncircumcised 
Gentile, a great and effective evangelist. I dare you 
to demand his circumcision. Do you recognize him 
or not?” They did (Gal. 2:3-9), and that church 
repudiated publicly, in Jerusalem and all over the 
Gentile world, these missionaries of hell’s gospel of 
salvation by works, a gospel of the very law Jesus 
had fulfilled and canceled, nailing this very ordi
nance to Calvary’s cross, Col. 2:14. The whole min
istry of the homeland of Christianity repudiated in 
a formal letter these Pharisee upstarts. They sent 
the letter, accompanied by a prophet (organ of divine 
revelation), to confirm it. Then they made a solemn 
pact with the missionaries to the Jews to the effect 
that not only these upstarts of Phariseeism should 
stay at home, but even Peter and John should stay 
in their mission territory of the Jewish Homeland 
and Oriental Dispersion and leave to Paul and Barn
abas and their cohort of evangelists the new area 
they were gloriously evangelizing. It settled that 
issue forever. A New Testament ministry, with New 
Testament churches, using New Testament truth, 
with courage and faithful witness, is God’s way to 
meet false doctrine. We don’t need any popes to 
defeat modernism. Southern Baptists, by their 



democracy, have fought it off better than Pius X did. 
Then, there is just one Pius X every millenium or so. 
Pastors, teachers and churches are ever on the field 
of battle.

11. Bui are we io expect battles like ihis all along 
the course of Christian history? Did you ever read 
Christian history, my friend? That is its whole story, 
like the chorus in a song, repeated after every verse 
has sung its part in the hymn of missionary advance. 
This controversy was over the redeeming work of 
Christ. In a few years the Gnostics came along with 
the denial of his Person. And how did John face 
that? “If there come any unto you, and bring not 
this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither 
bid him God speed,” II John 11. You have to line up. 
“He that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his 
evil deeds.” Any unionism with the offender is a 
joint offense against God and his gospel.

My friend, don’t think aliens to grace and truth 
are going to start divisions mainly over minor mat
ters. Page 3 of your Bible ought to get you told. 
Adam and Eve in Eden were companions of God, as 
yet free of sin, but subject to temptation in their 
innocence. Now when the devil tempted them, was 
it a small dose, a tiny heresy? That is not hell’s 
tactics. Satan came right out, the very first maneu
ver, and told Eve: “God is a liar. He told you you 
would die. You won’t die. Try it and see.” He boldly 
presented his own hellish person as their friendly 
counsellor and defender, whereas God was their 
jealous enemy, deceiver and the robber of their 
rights. And with those bold tactics Satan won the 
innocent and unsuspecting Eve. He has done it even 
more easily down the centuries, dealing with a hu
man mentality that is no longer innocent, but is 
depraved, sin-bent and alienated from God already. 
“Put on the whole armor of God, that ye may be 
able To withstand the wiles of the devil, for we 
wrestle not against flesh and blood but against . . . 
spiritual wickedness in high places”, Eph. 6:11, 12. 
You have seen the pope’s weapons. Let us prefer 
God’s own.

12. Well, then, what do these Encyclopedias say 
about Protestant Modernism? They call it “liberal
ism.” “The 20th Century Encyclopedia of Religious 
Knowledge”, which is a two volume extension of the 
“New Schaff-Hertzog Encyclopedia”, has this entry: 
“MODERNISM, PROTESTANT. See liberalism.” 
And when you turn to liberalism, you discover that 
it is the Protestant version of the same essential 
modernism that cursed Romanism. “Thus the doc
trine of God becomes secondary in its creed, adopted 
because of man’s inherent rights and of his need. 
The first article of its creed affirms the infinite value 
and dignity, the consequent inherent rights and 
capacity, of the individual man as man. Since this 
is its first article ... it had to be a naturalistic 
article. . . . But liberalism logically had no God until 
it had established and elaborated the first article of 
its creed, and so that task had to be accomplished 
naturalistically.” That is why I said above that 

Protestant Modernism is not a theology, but a mere 
man-ology.

The author of the article, Dr. Andrew K. Rule, 
Professor of Apologetics in the Louisville Presby
terian Seminary, continues: “Popularly, modernism 
is identified with the kind of liberalism which we 
are currently describing; but strictly a modernist is 
one who uses as the criterion of truth and error what 
he regards as the best insights of the culture of his 
own time.” (He traces the changes of our culture and 
their influence on American liberalism.) “In support 
of the moral grandeur which liberalism claimed for 
man, it: (1) advocated a romantically light view of 
his sinfulness; (2) represented him as the highest 
evolutionary achievement of an immanent divine 
principle; (3) enthusiastically pictured him as on the 
verge of realizing, by his own efforts, an idealistic 
program of social ameliorization, which was identi
fied with the kingdom of God; and (4) insisted that 
he had only recently evolved by natural processes 
from a purely animal stage. That such a short time 
could have brought about such a glorious achieve
ment seemed to raise man’s moral greatness, po
tentially if not yet in actuality, to infinity. All of 
this was in harmony with the unbridled optimism 
which then pervaded Western culture.” As this Dar
winian enthusiasm for man raised him to infinity 
and godhood, it correspondingly lowered God to 
man’s real level, and the Bible to a mass of fraud 
and fiction and Christianity to the dumpheap.

The author cited contrasts this with Luther. “But 
the Reformation was God-centered: humanism was 
man-centered. ... It was not till the nineteenth cen
tury that humanism made an effective penetration 
of Christian thought.” He traces that penetration on 
and on, the disappearance of the optimism about 
man that had seemingly given scientific backing to 
this man-ology. After showing changes in popular 
thinking that killed the old liberalism, he comes to 
this conclusion. We seem to face “the debated ques
tion whether contemporary trends represent a ‘new 
modernism’ or a return to orthodoxy in a more mod
ern form — a ‘neo-orthodoxy’. In their God-cen- 
teredness and in their serious view of sin the neo
orthodox are akin to orthodoxy; but these results and 
many of the conclusions involved in them are widely 
felt to have been reached by the modernistic method. 
If, and in so far as, they constitute a neo-orthodoxy, 
it may be said that they represent the demise of 
liberalism; if, and in so far as, they are a new mod
ernism, liberalism may be declared to be still flour
ishing.”

All the modernisms, then, are variations of this 
“man-ology”. They retain the vocabulary and re
pudiate the reality of God. Revelation is the varying 
ideas of the forms of religious experience. Truth is 
doctrinally meaningless, variable, unstable, differing 
from person to person and even from time to time in 
the same person’s thought life. I heard a notable 
infidel from a great Northern Seminary say dog
matically: “Now there is no conceptual content in 



revelation?’ Well, there was at Sinai. There was at 
the Transfiguration. There was when Paul saw and 
heard Jesus near Damascus. There was in The 
Revelation given to John on Patmus. Then revela
tion ceased. The notion that in “revelation” you 
merely meet a person, as if in a seance or spiritual
istic interview with a medium or a dream or the 
fright of seeing a ghost, is sheer atheism. No God 
remains — only the spiritual pauperdom of man- 
ology. Of course, on this hypothesis any religion is 
just as good as any other, maybe better, for none has 
a higher origin or content than the brain that thought 
it up.

Baptists, as a people, have believed that all through 
the Old Testament and the New we have a coordi
nated, progressive, trustworthy series of revelations 
of God, truth, morals, duty, grace, salvation and the 
prophetic unfolding of the Messianic hope and its 
historic realization in Jesus Christ, with the Holy 
Spirit’s outburst of fulness of truth, defined in the 
apostles’ doctrine, in the New Testament. We be
lieve that the Bible is the inspired (“God-breathed”, 
says the Greek) record of that series of revelations, 
that they came to and through prophets, organs of 
such divine revelations, and were accredited from 
heaven by miracles of a sublime magnitude, that 
ceased to occur when the New Testament was com
pleted and the last prophet passed away. We believe 
no new truths have been added to human knowledge 
by any subsequent revelations, repudiating all tra
ditions of men offered to faith as doctrine.

Years ago T. T. Eaton offered, through the columns 
of the “British Weekly”, a pound sterling to any one 
on earth who would name a single new truth that 
has come to us since the closing of the Canon of the 
New Testament. Few could think up any. One men
tioned evolution, which he immediately disclosed as 
an ancient theory of Greek philosophy. I ran across 
an answer to Eaton’s offer from Toronto, Canada, 
in Dr. Eaton’s literary remains. A man claimed the 
pound because he could name a new truth. It was 
that both all the saved people on earth, together with 
all organized Christianity in the world, consti
tuted as one indivisible whole, THE UNIVERSAL 
CHURCH. So there now. To such stupidity is any 
man reduced who imagines he has any new truth 
that came as a revelation, this side of the Bible.

It doesn’t matter whether the current theory calls 
itself modernism, liberalism, humanism, existential
ism or neo-orthodoxy. If its faith is in “Christian ex
perience”, as its source of truth, it is mere man-ology, 
unChristian, pagan, as devilish as the voice of the 
serpent in Eden. There you have the essence of 
modernism.

13. You may ask me: "Are you a Fundamentalist?" 
No word means so many different things. But I am 
none of them. If you went into the score of forms of 
fundamentalisms, I would still say no. Modernism 
does not believe any truth is a divine revelation. 
Fundamentalism merely believes in some five truths. 
I believe in hundreds of truths revealed in my Bible, 

certified by miracles and supremely by the infinite 
Miracle of the Incarnation of God the Son of Mary. 
I believe in the ten commandments, as modified, 
multiplied and enlarged by Jesus; in the nine beati
tudes, the nine elements of the fruit of the Spirit, 
the three Persons of the Trinity and all the doctrine 
revealed about each of them; in the Twelve Apostles 
and Paul, our own Apostle as Gentiles; in the one 
holy day of Christianity, namely, in 52 Lord’s days 
in the year and maybe an extra one on Leap Year, 
but no other days of a calendar year imposed by 
ecclesiastics; in the thousands of churches of God, 
known now as Baptists; in fact, I believe in all the 
sixty-six Books of the Bible and all the hundreds of 
truths they contain, and in the 189 distinct commands 
of Jesus we have in the Gospels which his great 
Commission orders us, with “all authority”, to teach 
to all the disciples of all the nations to be evangelized 
right on down to the end of the age. Me just believe 
five, or fifty, so-called “fundamentals”? Who author
ized you to pick and choose what is “fundamental”? 
Every revealed element of the will of God is funda
mental to its end, and to select just a few and let 
the rest go, is insolence and anarchy. There never 
was a greater lie spawned than to call Southern 
Baptists or Brazilian Baptists or any other true 
Baptists: “Fundamentalists”. We have fought more 
deviltry and immorality, of speech and, now and 
then in ministerial life, of pranks, folly and deceit, 
in the self-seeking and factional antics of Funda
mentalists, in our several regions of activity, than 
there are rungs in a ladder. No true Baptist is a 
Fundamentalist. We refuse to pick and choose among 
the doctrines of God or the duties of man. We are 
as much against Fundamentalists as we are against 
the traditions of popes. Yes, Baptists believe in an 
experience of grace, but not in religious experience 
as a source of doctrine. All the doctrine we believe 
was right there in the New Testament before we 
existed or had any experience, religious or other
wise. We worship as God one who, at the close of 
his Incarnation, nearing the Cross, said: “I am the 
Way, the Truth and the Life. No man cometh unto 
the Father but by me.”

14. Well, do you mean that we are to look to the 
Bible as the Word of God and the source of all re
vealed truth? Exactly so. I certainly do. The truth 
of the business is, there isn’t anything on earth so 
fallible as human experience, and especially so in the 
matter of divine revelations. When God spoke from 
heaven in witness to his Son, the people said: “It 
thundered”, John 12:29. Revelation was outside the 
pale of their experience, so they didn’t recognize 
what it said. They were horrified by it, at Sinai, 
Ex. 20:19, 23; Heb. 12:19-21. Then, many a time, it 
thundered and a light shone and they said it was a 
revelation, or an apparition of the Virgin to some 
child under the spell of a hallucination. Experience 
tells the man who is color blind that the light is not 
red, but when he follows the false witness of his ex
perience and crosses the street, he is killed. That is 



how fatal human experience often is as a guide.
Not even in the interpretation of a real experience 

with Jesus is the human mind infallible. Experience 
is often misread, misinterpreted, erroneously testi
fied, made a bJis of sincerely deceiving others. That 
is the way false religions have often arisen. Benj
amin Warfield tells a multitude of cases in his 
"Counterfeit Miracles." We have a case in the real 
miracle of Mark 8:22-26. Jesus taught that blind man, 
and us, the fallibility of human experience. He cured 
the man in two stages. In the first stage, the fellow 
had this EXPERIENCE: “He looked up and said 
T see men as trees, walking’.” But hold on, brother. 
Men are not like trees. They don’t have branches or 

leaves, and trees don’t walk. Then Jesus corrected 
that stage of his experience “and made him look up: 
and he was restored, and saw every man clearly.” 
Come to Jesus, modernist. Let him correct your ex
perience. It is the most fallible thing on earth. Give 
up this blind trust in experience as revelation and 
“awake thou that sleepest, and arise from the dead, 
and Christ shall give thee light”, Eph. 5:14. “In him 
was life; and the life — not frail and fallible human 
experience or philosophy — was the light of men.”

Gratefully yours, 
W. C. TAYLOR

Southern Baptist Missionary in Brazil 40 Years


