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The Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism in Britain [EFB] Network, which ran from January 2008 to December 2009, was funded by the Religion and Society Project.  Thanks are due to the Arts and Humanities Research Council and the Economic and Social Research Council for supporting the enterprise.  It brought together historians, sociologists, theologians and other students of religion to investigate how far Evangelicals in Britain over time have been Fundamentalists.  The network was also endorsed by the Evangelical Alliance, the Project Partner, which provided financial backing for the final conference at King’s College, London, in December 2009 as well as involvement by its personnel and hospitality on its website.  The participants are grateful to the Alliance for this support.  The present paper was delivered as a summary of the enterprise at the final conference.  It considers the background to the venture before reporting on the findings.
A. Background 

It is not entirely clear to all scholars who Evangelicals are.  Donald Dayton in the United States contends that they are too varied to define by a single label;
 Mark Noll, also from America but a speaker at one of the EFB conferences, is content to say that there are such folk as Evangelicals but has expressed the view that it is too hard to identify an ‘Evangelicalism’.  There have nevertheless been attempts to characterise the movement, and the present author has suggested in Evangelicalism in Modern Britain that Evangelicals are best seen as those Christians who place particular emphasis on the Bible, the cross, conversion and activism.
  That is designed as a phenomenological description, not a theological definition.  There are inevitably rough edges.  Henry Drummond, for example, a popular Scottish writer on religion and science in the late Victorian years, was moulded by international Evangelicalism and continued to show most of its characteristics down to his death in 1897.  In particular he was insistent on the need for conversion.  Yet his doctrine of the atonement broadened so as to cover the whole of the life of Christ as well as his death.  It would be hard to claim that Drummond continued to place special emphasis on the cross and so his designation as an Evangelical is debatable.
  In general, however, the fourfold characterisation works over time and space.  A recent multi-authored study of Evangelicalism in various lands during the eighteenth century takes issue with the contention of Evangelicalism in Modern Britain that it showed discontinuities with the earlier Puritan movement.  All seventeen contributors nevertheless do not question the accuracy of the way in which the Evangelical movement is portrayed as biblicist, crucicentric, conversionist and activist. 
  Evangelicalism, we may conclude, is more or less understood.
Fundamentalism is more complex to anayse.  The movement began in America with The Fundamentals, a series of pamphlets issued to ministers between 1910 and 1915 that was funded by California oilmen.  There was considerable British participation, with sixteen out of the sixty-two contributors coming from the United Kingdom.  But the term ‘Fundamentalist’ was invented in an exclusively American context when, in 1920, it was coined to describe the conservative critics of theological liberalism in the Northern Baptist Convention.  The most famous episode took place in 1925, when the Scopes Monkey Trial was held in Dayton, Tennessee, over the legitimacy of Darwinian teaching in schools.  That celebrated event was the centrepiece of the controversy of the 1920s between Fundamentalists and Modernists.  The classic analysis of this phase of American church hsitory, George Marsden’s Fundamentalism and American Culture, shows that it was a protest against the displacement of conservative Evangelicals in the United States.  They were no longer dominant, and protested.  The book relates Fundamentalism to its social as well as its intellectual milieu.
  The Fundamentalist movement subsequently retained its vigour, generating Bible colleges, youth organisations and radio broadcasts, so that, although living somewhat apart from mainstream society, it became a powerful force in post-Second World War America.
The movement became much more salient in the late 1970s and 1980s.  It turned from pietist withdrawal to socio-political engagement, creating the Moral Majority that swung behind the presidency of Ronald Reagan.  So prominent a feature of the American political landscape attracted attention and suggested parallels with developments in other religious settings.  Accordingly a Fundamentalism Project based at the University of Chicago under Martin E. Marty undertook a study of the phenomenon within most major religions of the world.  The findings, published in five hefty volumes between 1991 and 1995, established an ideal type of Fundamentalism displaying a number of characteristics such as reaction against marginalisation in a crisis, moral dualism in which the enemy was demonised and defence of the traditional accompanied by selective exploitation of the modern.  It was not claimed that the ideal type was universally valid.  On the contrary, some groups, especially outside the Abrahamic religions, were said to be Fundamentalist-like rather than Fundamentalist.  Within Judaism, Islam and Christianity, together with radical Sikhism, however, there were many Fundamentalist groups.
  Fundamentalism emerged as a trans-confessional phenomenon.  
In Britain Fundamentalism has been assessed in varying ways.  The Chicago Fundamentalism Project, remarkably, omitted Britain, though it covered Ulster, whose militant Protestantism was diagnosed as only Fundamentalist-like because it was heavily political at an early stage.  The absence of Britain from so comprehensive a survey might suggest that the phenomenon itself did not outcrop there.  That has sometimes been contended.  According to a biography of A. S. Peake, the Primitive Methodist Rylands Professor of Biblical Exegesis at Manchester, his Bible commentary of 1919 averted a Fundamentalist controversy in Britain.  By embracing the higher criticism of the Bible while championing the Evangelical inheritance of the Primitives, Peake made the newer views acceptable.
  The claim that Fundamentalist controversies did not take place in Britain, however, has been shown to be mistaken, because as early as 1913 there was a full-blown episode of that kind in Wesleyan Methodism.  George Jackson was opposed in the Wesleyan Conference for alleged unsoundness because he embraced biblical criticism. Although Jackson weathered the storm, his opponents gathered in a Wesley Bible Union which subsequently published a magazine called The Fundamentalist.
 The point was developed in Evangelicalism in Modern Britain. It is demonstrated there that there was a polarisation between liberals and conservatives within the British Evangelical movement during the 1920s very similar to that between Modernists and Fundamentalists in the United States, but less sharp and less vitriolic.
  So historical work suggested that in the early twentieth century Fundamentalism did exist in Britain, but that it was weaker than in the United States. 

In the later twentieth century theologians addressed the subject of the Fundamentalist presence in Britain.  In 1977 James Barr, shortly to become Regius Professor of Hebrew at Oxford,  argued that Evangelicalism as represented by InterVarsity Press publications was Fundamentalist because rationalist in method.  This body of literature assumed certain doctrines about the Bible and then deduced what the proper understanding of the scriptural text must be.
  The book was open to criticism on the ground that it concentrated its analysis on titles published in the 1940s, when Barr himself had participated in the InterVarsity Fellowship, but he argued for a true Evangelicalism, less hidebound than what he had subjected to scrutiny.  In 1998 Harriet Harris, a speaker at one of the EFB gatherings, published an evaluation of Barr’s case as Fundamentalism and Evangelicals. While accepting that not all Evangelicals were Fundamentalists, she held that most of them shared a Fundamentalist mentality.  They were both rationalistic in principle, maintaining positions a priori, and empiricist in appearance, arguing for those positions on the grounds of evidence.  But the evidence was not the reason why they held their views.  They were therefore Fundamentalist in their way of thinking.
  There the issue rested when the EFB was planned.  

B. The Nature of Fundamentalism in Britain
At the four meetings of the EFB before the final conference at King’s College, London, twenty-six papers cast light on how far Fundamentalism had emerged among Evangelicals in Britain.  The remainder of this review will set out systematically the findings of the network by integrating the conclusions of the contributors.  In the first place, the participants confirmed that full-blooded Fundamentalism did exist in Britain.  It is true that Fundamentalism did not create equivalent schisms to those that took place on the other side of the Atlantic in the inter-war period.  There was a secession from the Church Missionary Society to form the Bible Churchmen’s Missionary Society in 1922, but no major denomination divided in Britain.  Nevertheless Fundamentalism was a significant force.  Martin Wellings gave a paper on the Wesley Bible Union, showing that this body, which was launched as a Methodist pressure group but became interdenominational, was a true Fundamentalist organisation.  Although it did not become more than marginal in Methodist life, it displayed the characteristics of transatlantic Fundamentalist groupings.
  There was, however, little avowed Fundamentalism after the Second World War.  Dr Peter Masters, pastor of the Metropolitan Tabernacle, was unusual in being willing to accept the label ‘Fundamentalist’.  He was specially conscious of the legacy of his one-time predecessor at the Tabernacle, C. H. Spurgeon, who had resisted liberalism in the Downgrade Controversy of the 1880s.
  Other Evangelicals, by and large, were reluctant to be tarred with the brush of Fundamentalism.  So the phenomenon existed, but, by contrast with America, it was small in scale.

Several researchers reported to the EFB on the intellectual dimension of British Fundamentalism.  Typically it was stoutly opposed to the enterprise of biblical criticism.  The Bible, according to Fundamentalists, ought to be accepted as an accurate and authoritative text rather than being subjected to critical scrutiny.  Justin Thacker and Susannah Clark delivered a paper on the separation of the Cambridge Inter-Collegiate Christian Union (CICCU) from the Student Christian Movement (SCM), dwelling on the manifesto of the separatists issued as Old Paths in Perilous Times (1913).  The authors showed that the CICCU leaders were not protesting against a particular doctrine of the atonement, an interpretation subsequently attributed to the events, but were opposing any criticism of the Bible.  They wanted to go to scripture for firm guidance, not for a good discussion.
  Some Evangelicals in the early twentieth century went further by advocating inerrancy, the belief that the original text of scripture is free from error of any kind.  The Bible, on this understanding, conveys truths not only in religion but also in science and history.  A few maintained this stance during the first half of the century, but statements of inerrancy were remarkably rare.
  Perhaps partly in consequence creationism, while common in the United States, was not strong in Britain.  It did exist, for there was an Evolution Protest Society in the inter-war years, but it was a weak body.  A broader anti-intellectualism, often a sign of Fundamentalism, was nevertheless detectible.  Even among students there were signs of hostility to the life of the mind, for Tissington Tatlow, secretary of the SCM, remarked that members of the CICCU lacked ‘a true student instinct’.
  Yet the CICCU offered reasons for its position, as in Old Paths. Its members tried to be thinkers at the same time as they censured an over-preocupation with the mind.  They displayed what might be called a ‘cerebral anti-intellectualism’. A particular ideological stance was associated with British Fundamentalism.
There was also a social dimension.  The manner of British Fundamentalists could show features of the movement observable elsewhere.  They were sometimes highly militant.  In a paper on John Stott, the pre-eminent post-war Evangelical Anglican leader, delivered to the EFB, Alister Chapman proposed that belligerence is the most useful marker of Fundamentalism.  It certainly was present in Britain.  The Wesley Bible Union, for instance, produced the epigram, ‘Softness never saves.’
  Again, there was a tendency towards separatism.  The belief grew up that Evangelicals should come out of denominations which also embraced non-Evangelicals.  The Fellowship of Independent Evangelical Churches grew up to represent this temper during the inter-war period.  Likewise during the 1960s Martyn Lloyd-Jones, the influential minister of Westminster Chapel, urged Evangelicals to consider leaving the historic denominations in order to act together.  In the course of discussion at one of the EFB workshops, the suggestion arose that giving priority to truth over unity was a common feature of Fundamentalist thinking.  Christian truth, on this perspective, is so important that believers should act only with those professing the same truth. A similar attitude led to a disparagement of social action.  The communication of truth is so central an obligation that improving society is a diversion.  There was certainly considerable hostility in Britain to social action for the sake of concentrating on preaching the gospel.   Old Paths argued that ‘no amount of reform will raise a man one degree from spiritual blindness and degradation; it may even make harder the humiliation involved in accepting Christianity’.
  It is evident that there were signs of a distinctive social stance among British Fundamentalists.
The question arose of how to define Fundamentalism.  According to some participants in the EFB, intellectual attributes were sufficient to mark individuals as Fundamentalists.  On this understanding, the aversion to biblical criticism was in itself a sufficient defining quality.  That approach, however did not fit all the evidence.  There were Evangelicals in early twentieth-century Britain – moderate conservatives such as Graham Scroggie, a prominent Baptist minister - who opposed the higher criticism and yet disclaimed being Fundamentalists.   A social component seems essential if Fundamentalism is to be accurately pinpointed.  Most in the EFB believed that in order to be a Fundamentalist it was necessary to display both intellectual and social characteristics.  Brian Stanley, in a paper on the variety found within British Evangelicalism between the 1940s and 1960s, showed that the differences of style were generally greater than the differences of belief.
  Those with an assertive manner were like American Fundamentalists whereas those sharing the same beliefs but avoinding militancy were conservative Evangelicals. The social dimension seems to be part of the kernel of Fundamentalism. 
The meetings of the EFB also accumulated a great deal of evidence showing that Fundamentalism cannot properly be characterised as anti-modern.  Evangelicalism as a whole was far from hostile to modernity.  William Kay suggested in a broad paper on the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that John Wesley could be seen as a man of the Enlightenment.  The Evangelicalism Wesley fostered did not lead directly to Fundamentalism.
  More narrowly, were the Fundamentalists of the twentieth century anti-modern?  The answer again is no.  In a paper on the relation of Fundamentalism to anti-Catholicism, John Maiden pointed out that the Protestant Truth Society, which showed some Fundamentslist characteristics in the 1920s and 1930s, was nevertheless willing to exploit the modern, using lantern slides, automated presses and motor caravans.
  In the twenty-first century the position has not changed.  In a study of the Isle of Lewis in the Western Isles given to the EFB, Sébastien Fath examined the question of how committed to tradition the Protestants of Lewis are.  Although they show signs of Fundamentalism, it is evident that they are not simply traditionalist.  They believe in encouraging individual choice and in maintaining up-to-date websites.
  In this respect the EFB confirmed the finding of the Chicago Project that Fundamentalism cannot be seen as a rejection of the modern.
Other characteristics have sometimes been salient among British Fundamentalists.  At times they have been suspicious of recreation and entertainment.  In a paper on this topic, Hugh McLeod pointed to the significant pamphlet by Archibald Brown, The Devil’s Mission of Amusement (1889).
  Brown deplores the waste of time that could be spent in Christian service.  Yet this aversion to recreation was not universal in the bodies touched with the Fundamentalist tendency.  In the 1920s only the Brethren (the so-called Plymouth Brethren) were largely hostile to sport.  Again, anti-Catholicism was a common feature of Fundamentalist thinking in the early twentieth century.  Old Paths attacked ‘sacerdotalism’, by which it meant the Anglo-Catholic movement, for replacing the Bible with the priest.
  Yet, as John Maiden showed, objections to Romanising within the Church of England could unite Evangelicals, whether liberal, Fundamentalist or something in between, in face of the apparent threat to the values they all upheld.
  In a similar way dispensationalism was often associated with Fundamentalism.  This type of premillennialist belief in the imminence of the second coming, as Marsden shows, was the chief ideological glue of the Fundamentalist coalition in the United States.  In Britain, too, it was a significant factor in the inter-war period, but afterwards British dispensationalism fell into decay.
  Although it was not a constant component of Fundamentalism, its decline may help explain the weakness of the phenomenon in post-war Britain.  
British Fundamentalism, we may conclude, had a number of intellectual features, notably a rejection of biblical criticism.  It also possessed several social characteristics, chiefly belligerence.  Although it was by no means uniformly anti-modern, it often showed a dislike for the playing field and the Romanising priest and an affinity for dispensationalism. These qualities showed it was the same phenomenon as in contemporary America, and yet there was a major difference.  Whereas in the United States Fundamentalism was a large and forceful movement, in Britain it was neither.  Fundamentalism in Britain was small and frail.
C.
The Relation of Fundamentalism to Evangelicalism

The EFB addressed the question of whether Evangelicalism generated Fundamentalism in the centuries before the twentieth.  In a significant sense the exercise was anachronistic, for the term was not used during the eighteeenth and nineteenth centuries.  Its invention dates from after the First World War.  Yet the possibility is there that the phenomenon existed when the word did not.  E. R. Sandeen, writing in 1970, proposed that the Fundamentalist movement was in continuous being from the 1830s down to the controversies of the 1920s.  There were figures who stressed prophecy and the literal interpretation of scripture in the early nineteenth century in the same way as their successors nearly a century later.
  Martin Spence addressed this issue in a paper on premillennialism during the nineteenth century. He pointed out that the predominant school of thought, the historicist premillennialists, consisted of people who were adventists but not dispensationalists.  The core of their eschatology was the restitution of all things.  They held that the world would be transformed for good at the return of Christ, their stress on material reality and on human welfare aligning them closely with Broad Churchmen.  By no stretch of the imagination could they be described as Fundamentalists.
  If this set of thinkers who at first sight appear so close to Fundamentalism turn out to be very different, it seems clear that the phenomenon did not exist before the twentieth century.  Yet symptoms of Fundamentalism are to be found among Evangelicals before 1900.  David Ceri Jones, in a paper on the Welsh Methodists of the eighteenth century, found traits among them that were also common among Fundamentalists.  The Welsh body gave rise, for example, to authoritarian leadership.  The Methodists of Wales became close to authentic Fundamentalism, Jones suggests, when they lapsed into legalism.  They were not actual Fundamentalists, however, not least because there was no continuity between them and actual Fundamentalists in a later generation.
   The evidence from the pre-twentieth-century period therefore suggested that there were signs of a Fundamentalist mentality in the earlier years but no full-blown Fundamentalist phenomenon.
Participants in the EFB paid more attention to the twentieth- and twenty-first centuries.  Geoff Treloar analysed the British contributors to the Fundamentals.  He showed that, despite the title of their pamphlets, they were not actually Fundamentalists.  James Orr, of the United Free Church of Scotland College, Glasgow, for instance, was no inerrantist, saying so explicitly in an article for the Fundamentals. The contributors, he concluded, were ‘fundamentalisers’, not Fundamentalists.  They were establishing sound standards for judging theology rather than adopting the declamatory approach of the 1920s.
  The Brethren, discussed in a paper by Tim Grass, did endorse inerrancy, dispensationalism and separatism.  Henry Pickering, editor of the Witness, the leading Brethren magazine from 1914 to 1941, saw himself as a Fundamentalist.  In 1923, however, a correspondent asked him who were the Fundamentalists.  Pickering answered: the Brethren.  Why join another grouping when a body wholly loyal to scripture truth already existed?  The Brethren were therefore not part of a Fundamentalist movement, but rather a separate sectarian stream.
  Taking the twentieth century as a whole, Rob Warner argued that there were three ‘fundamentalising’ phases in Evangelicalism: the anti-Modernism of the early years of the century; the separatism of the 1960s; and the reaction against re-engagement with church and culture of the 1990s.  The tendency to express Fundamentalist attudes was therefore intermittent.
  That tendency, according to Harriet Harris, was nevertheless an underlying proclivity at all times.  Evangelicals, she argued, were biblical foundationalists, believing that truths were transmitted from the scriptural text to the believer without cultural mediation.  This Fundamentalist attitude, though not universal, was pervasive in the Evangelical movement.
  Although there was debate about the extent of the Evangelical leanings in Fundamentalist directions, the EFB meetings recognised that the tendencies were there.  
D. The Non-Identity of Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism
It is a widespread assumption that Evangelicalism can be equated with Fundamentalism.  The contemporary press commonly regards the two terms as synonymous; even able commentators conflate the two.  The EFB network, however, reached the firm conclusion that there are many reasons why Evangelicalism cannot legitimately be identified with Fundamentalism.  The chief of them are listed here.
1. Views of Evangelicals Themselves

Repeatedly Evangelicals have repudiated being Fundamentalists.  Most striking was an episode in 1955, when Billy Graham visited Cambridge to hold a mission under the auspices of the CICCU.  An extended correspondence ensued in The Times, opening with a protest against the intrusion of Fundamentalism into the university. The replies included one by the young John Stott, who pointed out that Fundamentalism in the sense of a ‘bigoted rejection of all Biblical criticism’ was endorsed by neither Graham nor his sponsors.  ‘It is neither true nor fair’, Stott went on, ‘to dub every conservative evangelical a “fundamentalist.”’
  In the following year he published a booklet, Fundamentalism and Evangelism, to make the same point.  Stott, the rising star of the conservative Evangelicals of Britain, was insistent that there was a difference.  It is usually seen as axiomatic that the views of agents ought to be privileged, so that the observer should aim for ‘seeing things their way’.
  The presumption therefore has to be that the Evangelical disavowal of being Fundamentalist should be respected.
2.  Intellectual Characteristics
Although Evangelicals did show some of the typical intellectual traits of Fundamentalists at certain junctures, they did not consistently display all of them.  Thus scriptural inerrancy, an essential of Fundamentalism, was not endorsed by most of the theological conservatives among early twentieth-century Evangelicals in Britain.  John Maiden points out that W. H. Griffith-Thomas, G. T. Manley and T. C. Hammond, all leading conservative Evangelical theologians, avoided the concept.
  They preferred to call the Bible ‘authoritative’, ‘inspired’ or ‘infallible’, refusing to condemn the whole enterprise of biblical criticism.  The intellectual standpoint of most prominent Evangelicals did not coincide with that of contemporary Fundamentalists.

3. Social Characteristics

Evangelicals in Britain did not show any of the social characteristics of Fundamentalism for most of the time. The investigators looked for the key markers of belligerence, separatism and aversion to social action.  Andrew Atherstone, in a paper on the significance of the Keele Congress of 1967 for Evangelical Anglicans, found none of these features in the wake of the congress.
  This analysis was confirmed in a paper by Mark Noll on parallel developments in the United States.  He showed that across the Atlantic, notwithstanding the differences from the British setting, there were a fading of combative vigour, the disappearance of a desire to leave existing denominations and the repudiation of any hostility to social engagement among the neo-Evangelicals from the 1950s onwards.
  Fundamentalist behaviour was being dropped among the Christians of America who were the equivalent of the mainstream Evangelicals of Britain. The typical social markers of Fundamentalism were becoming less general even in America; and in Britain they always had been rare.
4. Variety of Evangelicals

Several contributors to the network described the Evangelical positions on a number of issues as forming a spectrum.  Rob Warner, for instance, depicted the bases of faith of the various Evangelical bodies as showing fundamentalising tendencies in different degrees.
  On the spectrum there was no clear line of division between Fundamentalists and conservative Evangelicals.  Fundamentalists were not necessarily anti-intellectual; conversely some conservative Evangelicals were.  Because there was no sharp break in the continuum, it might be supposed that most Evangelicals occupied positions close to the Fundamentalist pole.  But that is not the case.  Some of the statements of faith, such as that of the Evangelical Alliance in 1846 insisting on the right of private judgement in matters of religion, were distinctly broad-minded.  The sheer variety of Evangelicalism meant that many were not Fundamentalists.
5. Charismatic Evangelicals

Since the 1960s there has been an upsurge of charismatic renewal in the Evangelical world.  The movement concentrates on cultivating the experience of the Holy Spirit.  It is clear that it shows few if any fundamentalising tendencies that have been identified here.  Andrew Rogers, in a contribution reflecting fieldwork on the use of the Bible in two congregations, one charismatic and the other Reformed, showed that there was a great contrast between the two.  Whereas the Reformed congregation inclined to Fundamentalist positions, the charismatic congregation did not do the same. 
  The charismatics have such a stress on the freedom of the Spirit that they are disinclined to rigid views.  Since charismatic renewal has exerted a powerful influence over the direction of Evangelicalism in Britain, the movement as a whole cannot be fairly seen as Fundamentalist.
6. Alleged Fundamentalists

Several papers given to the EFB examined individuals sometimes supposed to be Fundamentalists.  Ian Randall showed that Billy Graham, the visiting American who exerted a powerful influence over British Evangelicals, was well advanced on his journey from a Fundamentalist background to a much more open Evangelicalism by the time of his missions in Britain.
  Mark Smith scrutinised the sheets designed in the 1960s for insertion in church magazines by Gervase Duffield, a champion of Evangelical Anglicanism.  They turned out to include support for Darwinism and conservation, and so could not be classified as Fundamentalist.
  Callum Brown presented a paper on the opponents of the permissive society in the 1960s. They can properly be called ‘conservative Christians’, but they included figures such as William Barclay, a Bible commentator at the University of Glasgow, who, with his full use of critical scholarship, was definitely not a Fundamentalist.
  And Derek Tidball studied the Free Methodists who seceded from the Methodist Church in the 1970s. They were separatist, but only reluctantly; and they showed an irenical attitude entirely at odds with the militancy of Fundamentalism.
   These case-studies show that individuals who might be expected to reveal signs of Fundamentalism turn out otherwise on investigation.
7. ‘Fundamentalist’ as a Pejorative Term

David Goodhew gave a paper to the EFB on the ‘New Churches’ of York, the congregations started during the last thirty years.  Of the nineteen that he had discovered within the Evangelical sector, not a single one fitted the Fundamentalist label.  The churches varied among themselves, but they did not display the full range of Fundamentalist attitudes listed above in section B and few showed even traces of caution over biblical criticism. Goodhew protested against the application of the word ‘Fundamentalist’, with its twenty-first-century associations of violence, to churches that could better be described as conservative, independent, contemporary and biblical.
 The use of ‘Fundamentalist’ can be seen as part of a pattern of denigration.  There is a long tradition of anti-Evangelicalism, a subject yet to receive thorough exploration.  In a paper on the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Mark Smith pointed out that the word ‘enthusiastic’, a term then meaning ‘fanatical’, was regularly applied to Evangelicals of that period as a blanket smear.  Its functional equivalent in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, Smith contended, is ‘Fundamentalist’.
  It categorises a whole group as holding extreme views without investigation.  That explains why Evangelicals are usually so reluctant to avow the word.  In discussion it was suggested that, whereas it is entirely acceptable to use the term when people wish to claim it for themselves, it is better to avoid so pejorative a description when they do not.  Its abuse in polemics clouds its use as a term of analysis. The implication, once more, is that Evangelicals ought not to be called Fundamentalists.
Conclusion

The network has made significant progress in exploring the relationship between Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism in Britain.  Many of the papers mentioned here as providing extensive evidence for the EFB findings appear on the project’s website and a good number will be published in academic periodicals.   Together they support three overriding conclusions.  First, it is clear that a form of Fundamentalism showing specific intellectual and social characteristics has existed in Britain. Secondly, Evangelicals did often show tendencies in a Fundamentalist direction.  But thirdly, and most importantly, Evangelicalism in Britain cannot be equated with Fundamentalism.
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