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Perils of Generalization and Superficiality:
/l The Reception of James Barr’ ook

Fundamentalism,; 197 /- 1981
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® SUMMARY reaCuons The of evangelical rTreVIEeWeTS cshowed
widespread willingness read and listen cribicısm

ames Barr book Fundamentalism IS Ol of the MOST while at the Same Uıme cCritcIzıng certaın traılıts the
orough examınalıons of tundamentalist eology book especially ITS generalization and superficiality

These Criliıcısms WeleC tound also the MOT EVan-Barr predicted that the book would have impact
tundamentalists hbecause an y critical appraisal gelica| OUTCES Generalization and superticiality also

fraom without will he randed distortion an appeare| the rTeVICWS, and the article calls tor the
Carıcalure This article investigates the reception of the USE of MNUuUances and thoroughness scholarly work.
book evangelical circles and evaluates the DOINTS of arr's book IS iımportant tor evangelicals, but IS nOoT

hbe taken d$S the tinal word fundamentalism andcrilucısm that evangelicals raised agalnst the book Ihe
reception NO  — evangelical| circles IS investigated evangelicalism
torm control COMPDAaTEC ıth the evangelica|

o  S e

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Rezeption nicht-evangelikalen Kreisen einbezogen
DITZ enrneı evangelikaler Kezensenten zeigte eine

ames Barrs Buch Fundamentalism auch Deutsch srofle Bereitschaft, Barrs Kritik wahrzunehmen un
unter dem ite| Fundamentalismus erschienen) Iıst EeINe prüfen, gleichzeitig aber auch Aspekte des Buches
der gründlichsten Untersuchungen fundamentalistischer kritisieren, hbesonders dessen Verallgemeinerungen

un OberflächlichkeiTheologie. Barr VOTaUs, dass SEINM Buch keine | )iese Kritikpunkte wurden
Wirkung auf Fundamentalisten haben werde, da,jegliche auch nıiıcht evangelikalen Quel len gefunden
kritische bBewertung Vo  _- außen als Verzerrung un Verallgemeinerung un Oberftlächlichkei kennzeichnet
Karikatur gebrandmarkt werden ird LDer vorliegende allerdings auch die Kezensionen der Artike!l ruft er
Artikel untersucht die Rezeption des Buches nuancIıerter un gründlicher wissenschaftlicher

Arbeit auf arrs Buch ıST wichtig für Evangelikale, aberevangelikalen Kreisen und hbewertet die Kritikpunkte,
die Evangelikale das Buch vorgebracht en nicht als etztes Wort yAB Thema Fundamentalismus
Zur vergleichenden Gegenkontrolle ird auflerdem die und Evangelikalismus verstehen

e A  A q

auteur du present article pencheSUr Ia anlere
®  ® RESUME dont le |ivre de Barr ete ECUu Dar les Evangéliques, el

DFrODOSC un  a) evaluation de leurs critiques SONM egard.
L ouvrage de ames Barr intitule «Je ftondamentalisme» L es reactions Evangeliques SOntTt COMPDaATECS Ia Manlere
constitue |l’une des Etudes les plus fouillees SUrT Ia dont OUVTaASC ete dans autres milieux, YU!theologie tondamentaliste. Barr avalilt er qu'I| ournit critere HOUT controler Ia validite des reactions

auraıt impact SUT les ftondamentalistes des Evangeliques. 3a majorite des Evangeliques QU! ont
YUueE «TOULT regard exierieur » seraıt «denonce ıf un  D recCceNsION SUT ’ouvrage de Barr maniftestent
mMm UuNe presentation deformante el caricaturale»
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desir de prendre Compte SE CrIUqUeS (OUTt attention au  > NMUaANCES, JUE d’une Dlus grande
critiquant aspects du livre, particulier INSUCUT, dans les TavauxXx academiques. L e livre de
tendance £ Ia generalisation et Ia superticialite de sSOo}N Barr est important DOUT les Evangeliques, [Mals

approche. COn CESs mimes critiques chez les i[rouve certaınement DaSs tout YUu ® dire SUr e
1N0N5N Evangeliques QU! SOont SUr l’ouvrage. tondamentalisme SUT le MmMmOUuvemen evangelique
“auteur du present article Invıte donc faire DTEUVE

° FUNDAMENT!T.  ISM arr 15 DEO- he sed for hıs research
book Some wıll hortle delight the It 15 NOT that the book oes NOT deserve areful

conundrums that he makes painfully Obvious analysıs + 15 11C of the MOST ıf NOT the M OST
Orthers wıll be fur10us And ]] that 111Ca1ls that the thorough CX  T  on of fundamentalist theol-
book 15 lıkely be wıdely read ] Such aTrc of 0O8Y 111 WTITiIen by (JId Testament cholar
Wılliam concluding remarks hıs TEVICW an CTITIG of recognized high standard prelımi-
of James arr book Fundamentalısm and few 1al y definition of the research object of the book
wıll disagree wiıth hıs Hrst remark when SC  Z 15 SIVCN already ON the TYTSt Pagc Fundamentalists
Press and Westminster Press published Barr’s arc characterized by three thıings
book 111 1977 and 1978 respectively, the book Was (9) vCrYy StITONg emphasıs the INCITANCY of the
categorized under controversıjal lıterature 111 the the absence from IT of al y SOTrT of
Library of Congress Catalogıng Data Whether the (D) SITONg hostilıty modern theology Albook has been wıdely read 15 hard tell but the the methods results and implications of modernnumber of book LEVICWS made OIl the book DO1INTS critical study of thethat direction And finally, that chortled
and others fur10us 15 clear for anybody (C) ASSUTaNcCcEe that those who do NOT share theır

relig10us WDp aTrc NOT really ITE Christiansstudyıng the histOry of the book
In h1s book James arr makes what could be at all

abeled indırect prophecy regardıng the p- TIThe focus of the MaJOr1CYy of the book OI

INCITANCYV, which arr thınks be the CC11-LU1ON of h1s work ays ar;r
tral fundamentalıist belief an Zzulding principleThe immediate defensive of funda-

mentalısts when faced wıth Al Y SOTT of CT1IT1IC1ISM But the hostiliıty critical scholarshıp and the
ecumenı1cal problem created by the fundamentalist15 often x0o0d indıiıcatıon that the dDDCAFaANCC of

moderation 15 only skin deep The fundamenta- ET AaCcCLHON from fellowship wiıth Christians of other
NS AT€ also 1SS5SUCS 111 the book Fur-1St WAants be the ()IIE who hıs WIN ther analysıs ofarr however 15 beyondPOSINON he O€es NOT WAant ear 1T the 1mıits of thıs artıcleted from wıithout ANY crıtical appraisal

ftrom wıthout howeve!l carefully researched and
documented ll be branded dS$S distortion Presentation and Categorization of the
and Carıcature thıs Can be taken AS automatıc Sources
and discounted The HEL€ for the Present INVESUgAUON COM

STatement ike this OUT for Al ad- CVICWS LW CV1I artıcles.® and 1i
NTO the reCcCcPUON history SCC proph- MONnOograp that the SOUTCEC 1Sst 15 NOT

CSY CAInNe ir complete but enough OUTFTEECS ave been found
The object f thıs study 15 therefore S- establısh adequate basıs tor ILY analysıs ave

UgaLE the of James Arr book UNAA- chosen the 1E limıiıts 1977 1981 of which the
mentalısm 111 order evaluate the WdY the book GUO should be obvious an the ad IU EM chosen
W dSs receıved 111 evangelıcal cırcles urthermore subjectively from the observatıon that the
1T wıll be trıed evaluate the TS of CI1t1C1SM number of seemed decrease substan-
that evangelicals raısed Aagalnst the book For thıs tively 1980 and 1981 Geographically, the
DUrDOSC the rECCPDPUON 1O  w evangelıcal cırcles 15 LTEVICWS show enough VarıeLy both the British and
investigated form control] COINDAIC the American SCCIIC AdIC ell represented whereas
wıth the evangelıcal FrEACTLIONS TIhe object 15 NOT the Continent 15 represented Dy only three
analyze Arr book OTr evaluate the mater1a| CVICWS Only OILlC of the OUTITCCS Paul Wells
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ıberal work, and that the theological alternatıvemonograph, eals wıth INOTC than Fundamental-
that arır offers 15 NOT desirable. 'The ecriticısm W as15M ın Barr’s wrıiting. hıs specılal problem

in working wiıth that OUTCEC ın that 1t 15 difhcult at NECCCSSAL Y and worth reading, but LHNOTEC needs
times SCC whether the author eals exclusively be sa1d.
wiıth viewpO1nNts stated ın Fundamentalısm, OT he AD Dockery.‘” Dockery SCCI115 be
1S influenced also by other Darts of hıs OUrcecs eanıng much agalnst Bush ıIn hıs FeVIEW. eing
In thıs investigation, thereföre. only of the CONservatıve Southern Baptıst lıke Bush and
monograph that explicitly deal wıth Fundamental- lıving In the Samıec COWN, he cıtes Bush’s po1gnant
1sM ATC used.!! STAfTeIMMECHTt quoted above wiıith approval, and other

The FEVIEWS wıde of theo- formulations AT close those tound 1n Bush’s
logical viewpoilnts, including both Protestant and rFeVIEW.
Gatholie; ıberal and fundamentalıst / evangelical Dockery finds the book VEr provocatıve and
(F/E) For the PUrpOSC of thıs article, the OUTCCS controversial, yet full of genulne insıghts. What he
have be divided into [W. STOUDS Laberal/ NO inds IM OST telling 15 Barr’s criticısm theolo-
evangelıcal and F/E In oing S! AWAaIC of &1aNS being occupled wıth passıng along tradıtion
[WO weaknesses: One 15 the problem of generalıza- wıithout really o1INng theology. Dockery inds that
t10N; the other the problem of 1Imprec1sion. It 15 verdict frue and SCC5 1T 4S challenge make 200dobvious that ıIn generating categorıies broad the faiılures one 1n the päast!”® In hıs ast remarks,
SOMIC ll be classıhed together wıth others whom Dockery makes hıdden er1ıticısm of the book
they teel uncomfortable be grouped wıth. But DYy Sayıng, that 1t had eecn better had 1T been WTIt-
the SIOUDS should NOT be taken for LIOTC than ten Dy TIrue evangelical, because then 1T could
they AI convenıent working categorIies. econdly, aVEe been A1ll honest evaluatıon. Dockery 15 ere
the informatıon avaılable In the OUTrCcCecs about the unspecific A superficlal, SIVINS examples from
reviewers Was AT mes quite lımıted, and INY DCL- Barr’s work.
sonal acquaiıntance wıth everal of the PECISONS Wıllam Edgar.“” It 15 Obvıous that gar hasinvolved CVCN INOTEC lımıted, the danger Ör MI1S-
representation 1n IMY categorization 1s there. (In rather mıxed feelings about Barr’s book COn the

OC an he inds that arr has exposed weak-the other hand, SOMC information Was Ar hand,
11ES55C5 an of faulty methodology 1n COINl-and able 411 OUuUt the IMOST er10us Qaps.

THheretoure, the procedure 15 judged be Warrant- servatıve scholarshıp, which cshould be considered
able by P/E ese elements should nction AS chal-

enge FA ethink the of apologeticsıthın the broad F/E ATIC ftound Bush,
Dockery, gar, enrY, Marsden, Pinnock, Sur- and biblical criticısm. Also gar reCOgNI1ZES that

burg, Trama, ells, an In the arr has tried be TOA In hH1s research, although
he 15 able pDomnt er10us deficıencıies In theother TOUD, liıkewise rO3a: dIC found (CCrabtree, of the AmerıcanFransen, ardy, Hınson, Osborn, Pıttinger, Poulat,

Rodd, Rogerson, Sandeen, Shinn, Smith, Strange, On the other hand, gar finds that arır 1ın
and Ward Dart 15 drıven DYy personal unsympathetic DTICSUD-

pOs1t10NS, CItNg 11C specific example. He also
11 The Fundamentalist/ Evangelical Response contends that arr 15 tryıng ridicule the EF/E

Russ Bush > Bush, professor ’ at Southwestern position through hıs wording, and he inds hıs
work °antı-Christian the point of unkındness. ”2Baptist Theological Semi1narYy, Ort Worth, TEX“

sıgnals the importance he ascribes Barr’s book arl Henry.“' enry 15 the only ONC of
by sayıng that ‘l e |vangelicalism Can agaln the F/E reviewers wh 15 ciıted ın Fundamental-

1SM, and he has also made R® of the MOST thor-be the same.?16 Bush 15 especlally concerned wiıth
arrts eriticısm of F/E nguratıve interpretations ough examınatıons of the book, producing both
°that tWISTt an turn 1n alıy direction’ PrOteCL FeVIEW and lengthy FeVIEW artıicle. En the begin

nıng of hıs FeEVIEW article: Henry asks, after Q UOTL-Inerrancy. For Barr, the rationalızıng of miracles
in P/E eXegESIS Hits badly wıth the Opposıtion Ing number of provocatıve STAatfemMenNtT: from Barr,
critical scholarship’s anti-supernatural bıas. Bush if “such [ are)| the alance observatıons
admits that An has point ere of g1  e scholar '0)4 the exasperated reaction of

On the other hand, Bush finds that much of biased observer?<** He exhorts the evangelıcal
arr:s critic1ısm would appIy Just 4S ell much reader NOT decıide prematurely, but be patıent.
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It 1S evident, however, atter readıng along that Barr’s contention that the O; NOT Christ: 15 the
Henry’s OWIN posıtion 15 the latter. In the revIeW, absolute symbol ın F/E religion, and that F/E
he fa about Barr’s acerbic ecriticısm and hıs deep emphasize the deity of Christ that they do NOT
revolt agalnst N1S Dast iınvolvement In the then recognize hıs humanity.““ nd Barr’s suggest1on
Inter- Varsıty movement.“ of connection between the modern appetite ftor
ıle Henry takes exception Barr’s style (and wiıtchceraft, the iırrational, and the EeXOtIC ÖOn the 11C

45 WI1I be shown below, SOMNIC of hıs cOntent); hand and millenarıan interest F/E ON the
he clearly SCCS appropriate pDOINtSs In Barr’s other, provokes enry COMMENT that We INaYy
criticısm: ‘ W Ie MUST avo1d discarding the wheat rghtly wonder whether London’’s NOtOr10USs fog
wıth the and INUST g1ve due consideration INAaYy Aat times blur academic VISION at Oxford .??
theological ASPECLTS of hıs work that touch the vital Furthermore, enrYy CrticC1Zzes arr for superfi-
NETIVEC of evangelical WItNESsSSs today. 4 In Henry’s cClalıty an non-objectivity, C In hıs treatment of
OP1IN1ON, F/E aVeE face number of the DOINtTS Gresham achen: and charges arr wıth usıng
Dut forward 1n Barr’s book and wrestle wıth them the Sa”amnec selectivity In the uUusSsCcC of hıs OUurces which
instead of overlooking 1gNONMNNS them he consıders blameworthy when F/E scholars UsSCc

it SUenry mentions that ne. an everal others in
the PasSt, has moved from an uncritical aCCEPTLANCE In spıte of Henry’s extensive criticısm of Barr.®

position critical fundamentalism. He hıs COTMIGETA tor rethinking ın the F/E Camp 15
and others have eriticızed F/E pOSIt1ONS VCTI the clear. F/E eed tormulate doctrine of SCI1D-ast decades -0)8| pO1Nts equal Barr’s: fure that makes ItSs WaY in AYC of bıblical C:

737Yet who Call galnsay that evangelicals AIC weak C1ISmM.
INn the dICd of development of Christian doc- George Marsden. arsden AT the time
trıne, that thevy defer LtOO uncritically tra- teaching AaTt Calvın College, regards arr s  E work
dition, that champions of Inerrancy frequently AS hıighly polemic 1n that arr “displays almost
ignore extual difhculties OT plea; COrTrupt teXTt nothing but disdain and for CONservatıve
wıithout supportıive evidence and leap hurriedly evangelıcal scholarshıp.”* In 1Its WdY of describingftrom Second Timothy ' 16 the PresCNL New E/E DOSIt1ONS, Fundamentalısm resembles what
Testament >5 Or reflect { desıire flee from 1t itself CHMHÄCIZES, which Marsden C “the IronYythe miıiraculous tor the sake of scıentific redibi- of thıs volume . He finds argum«enN(ts, which dIC
lıty OTr readıly Oorsake the ıteral In order UnNnfrue OT unfaılr, anı mentions A4AS examples that

inerrancy?“° F/E scholars should be 1ignorant of what 110O11-COIMN-
hıs that Henry, hımself eing Dart of servatıve scholars t  ın and 1kewise Barr’s UusSsCc of

the F/E which LE CNIC1ZES, has long generalızation attrıbuting traıts from E/E
before Art raısed quıte few of Barr’s pO1NtSs. writers all Lastly, he charges arr wıth the
The TCAasSson for thıs paradoxX 1S ONC of the 1inCOnsIıst- fact that he SECTS °nNO-WIN sıtuations’ for E/E
encIes of Fundamentalism that enrYy CrticCc1Zzes: scholars, that he Call criticıze them atter
Barr’s termiınology fluctuates. Henry mentlons 15 whart they do 35 The book nas StITONg personal ele-
dıfferent which Arr:- SCS tor P/E and the - an arr has, 1n Marsden’s VIEW, clearly
point he makes 1S that thıs 1ImMprec1ision allows been deeply Ürt himself Dy the F/E MOVeEMeEeNT
Barr manıpulate what he prefers 0)4 dislikes hıs polemic style of the book offsets the
Into OLlC '0)8 another. *6 value of Barr’s COTFEEL analysıs and eriticısm 1ın

As already noted, Henry 15 NOT uncritical of other places. Marsden especılally the F/E
Ar (tO Sa V the cast): He chares number of emphasıs supplementing faıth wıth ratiıonal
criticısms wıth hım  >5 but AT the Sd111lc time the proof, because of the importance of historical fact
book pleces other pO1Nts. He finds NOT only In connection inerraäney.“ Marsden also SUD-acerbic tONe and Al Imprecıise and manıpulatiıve Barr’s eriticısm of F/E claims be the only

Lrue Christians.UuSsSsCcC of terminology provıdıng basıs for false SCH*
eralızations, but he also finds derisive presentation Marsden offers valuable analysıs of the
of cConservatıve VIEWS. In everal instances, enry of the deep split between arı an ceritical cholar-
finds arr 21VINg *radıical MISCONCEPTLIONS’ and shıp ONC sıde an F/E scholarship ON the other.
"exaggerations that become misrepresentation’ He points Thomas Kuhn’s CONCECPL of scıientiNc
of F/E doctrine *” As examples, enry mentlilons revolutions, where advocates of the NC paradıgm
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SCG rtheır approach as “normal cıience’ and the old rather than Just inform about It But st1l] the book
paradıgm AS NOT cience AT all Advocates of the has valıd insights.* Although It 15 provocatıve, the

book 15 challenging ell an should be 9 0old paradıgm wıll ind the I ONC irrelevant Ar
unintelligible.° He also po1nts OUutTt that the under- S10N for F/E thınk through theır posıition.

IThe maJor weakness of Fundamentalısm, Instandıng of Scripture 15 the fundamental 1SSUE 1n
the controversy.“° Marsden does, however, £3]] Iraina’s VIEW, 1S that 1t doesn’t recogniıze the
nto the Crap of generalızatıon himself, when he strengths of the posıtion which 1t cCriticızes
STAatCcs that evaluatıon of Barr’s work depends severely, and It doesn’t take IntOo ACCOUNT the weak-
*the degree that readers consider either CONSECT VaA- 1ESSCS of the MOveEemMeENT which AT belongs.
t1ve evangelicalism 0)8 critical biblical scholarshıp Iraına mentions that Barr DYy down-playıng their
worthless nonsense.‘ presupposıit1ons, 15 NOT critical enough of the

Arı Pinnock. Pinnock’s reception of Barr’s practices whiıich he F/E eEmMbrace, and he
work tollows the pattern tar pDOINts DO1NtTS the downgrading of the biblical event

In Barr’s work ATIC ell taken, but others AT 101 And ON the other side of the u  ’ arr O€s
NOT allow the F/E distinction between H.. andCommenting ON the question of inerranCcy, Pın-

nock thinks that F/E RS LOO far ending nomınal Christian be right, although AT times
wrongly applıed 1n K/E circles.*°®in “devi1io0us reason1ing’ ın defending inerrancy. He

thınks that F/E scholars ave StOP using the lan Panyul Ronald Wells.+ ells: professor al
of inerrancy, OT AT least qualify and 1L1UAallceE Faculte VE de eologıe Reforme "Aıx-en-Pro-

it 40 Iso he dQICCS wıth arr that BE/E scholars V  „ 1VES 1ın hıs book VeLYy balanced analysıs
cshould take the CONSCQYUCHNCECS of theır rationalizıng of Barr’s contribution modern scholarshıp; A

exeges1s an “co0o|] OoOWN the polemi1c attacks 11IC reviewer of Wells’s book SayS [HIe 1S MOST
critical scholars o1Ing the SaMlc arr has shown sympathetic towards arr Wells SC Ouft of
SOMCEC things 1n hıs book which Q1VES Pinnock the hıs WaY DUut Barr’s pDo1nt Of vIieW, before drawıng
hope that he in the future Caln help constructively attention quite briefly inconsistencles he inds

remedy the weaknesses of the fundamentalıist 1ın it 20 Because of the specılal character of thıs
DaSst: SOUTICC, as mentioned above, only few DO1NtTS wıll

Pinnock aunches heavy criticısm :0)8| Anr OIl be mentioned where oes CNBAZC 1ın cr1t1-
other DO1NtS. Barr’s criticısm of the F/E hostil Cc1sm of arr.
Ity modern theology and theiır 7e9] ftor sound One of the ımportant 1SSUES which Wells dis-
doctrine 1$ acceptable; f EZE B7 O n made mistakes CUSSCS5 1S the relatiıonshıp between Scripture an
In OoIng ut if 1T 1S Mattfer of takıng, truth tradıtiıon. Aart finds that while the ofhcıal EF/E
ser10usly, the crıticısm 15 unfaiır. Likewise, he inds VIEW 1S that Scripture 15 the authorIity, the real
Barr’s charge that EF/E do NOT consider NON-CO authorıity 1$ tradiıtion Q1VINS unlimıted possibilities
servatıves FL Christians wıild an irresponsible of tampering wiıth the text.?” Wells admıts that
charge. He a1sO SCC5 StTONS tendency towards Barr’s criticısm might be nght degree; but
generalizatiıon and drawıng stereotypical pıcture ralses the question 8 1t 15 IMOTC widespread 1n the
of evangelicals. E/E MOVEMECNT than In other tradıtl1ons.

Raymond Surburg.” In hıs cshort but hıs WdYy of describing the relatiıonshıp 15 explic-
intense reviIeW, MS-professor Raymond Sur- itly denied DY F/E scholars, an Wells inds
burg offers indiıgnant assault 0)38! what he SCCS5 Barr’s analysıs LOO generalızed. Also Barr’s invest1-
AdS one of the VICIOUS attacks 0)8! hıstoric gatıon of the relatiıonshıp has NOT een thorough
Christian teachıng aDPCar ın long EIMe:: and enough, tor example ın relatıon the interpreta-
the volume "represents heresy the nth degree.‘ t1on of Genes1is arr contends that chıift ın F/E
arr attacks al] distinctive elements of historical eXegESIS of that PaASSagıC from ıteral non-literal
faıth Sa yS Surburg, mentlioning revelatıon, author- caused by the demand ofprotecting inerrancy
ItY, and Christology. Surburg ShOwSs NO pOosıtıve 1n confrontation wiıth SCIENCE; wıthout askıng ıf
appreclatiıon of Al1y point 1ın Barr’s work. thıs change M1g A been caused bDy other COI-

Robert Traina.** Iraına himself siıderat1Ons, C for lıterary reasons.°“
AS PCISON sympathetic the evangelical C - other polnt, where Hinds Barr’s analysıs
MENT, and he finds 1T evident that Barr’s PUrpOSC TOO superficlal, 15 the UusS«Cc of Jesus: WITNESS 1n rela-
ıth the book 1s dissuade from becoming / on inspiration. F/E wrıters make lıterary
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mistake, according Bäatr. ın referring nection SaVS that arr admıts be confused
Jesus OI thıs Matter, for hıs intention be thıs 1SSUE. arr:r E about “‘paradox’, but SCS

SAVIOT. TI he problem that Wells SCCS In thıs Ar ON explain the F/E NON-ACCCPLANCE Dy the
MR 1S that arr nowhere shows that Jesus dıid down-playıng f the doctrine of inerrancy 1n favor
NOT intend teach about the authority of SCI1P- of the doctrine of the authority of the church >®
ture Also hıs critic1ısm of the F/E USCcC of I1ım could aVve made point ın askıng why arr
3: 16 an Pet 1:20 AS  S the Droo of Inspiıration O€Ss N1OT consıder the possibility of the gospe!l
misrepresent what F/E authors actually ave sald, havıng priority wiıth the P/EDAT that
and thereby faıls INEeEET the F/E posıtion theır eing the Cason

ground.* K SumMAar'y of the PE The evangeli-
Wılliam Wells >* ENs: Wesleyan cal Barr’s Fundamentalısm, as WC aVve

theologıian teaching at University of Hawalıt, finds It NO Can be divided nto three STOUDS One
that although Fundamentalısm 15 Aall ANSI Y book almost totally favorable; ONC favorable OTr
1t deserves areful reading, noting the CN of INanYy pO1NtS, but critical others:; and HG ’g  }
the research, the quality of the SOUTCCS, an the totally critical.
COBENCYV of at least SOINEC of the arg uments.” He Starting wıth the ast TFOUD, 1t CONSsIsSts of only
reCOgNIZES that several| of Barr’s DO1NtS hould be OLC FeVIEW, namely that of Surburg. Thinking of
gıven er10us thought an consıderation by F/E Barr’s WN “prophecy,’ It 15 quıte surprisıng find
scholars. As All example, he mentions that FYE that thıs 15 small Surburg has nothing
wrıters $ten °resort specılal pleading In order sympathetic SaV about the DOOK, and In 1ght 38

make things COMC OUuUT MNeht; an 4S COMN- other F/E reactl1ons 1T INUST be SCCI] AS SIgn of
of Barr’s criticısm he thinks that P/E superficial readıng of the book

scholars should reconsıder their resistance the The rst 1S only insiıgnıfıcantly larger,
documentary hypothesis 1n lıght of the aCCCPTLANCE CONSISUNg of FeEVIEWS: Bush and Dockery.
of the SOUTCC theory In the Gospels. lıkewise, Both produce rather short reVIEWS, NOT S1VINS
they cshould ask whether critical theorIies, 1ıke DSCU- much for detaıils. It 15 somewhart surprisıng,
donymous authorship, 15 rejected for psychologi- however, that they ave VeLY lıttle OT only indirect
Cal C4SOIlS (T because they AI “Incompatible wıth criticısm offer in VICW of their explicit an dis-
the doctrine of inerranecy. ells mentions tinctly different heology compared arr Are
AI C! which P/E scholarshıp has work through WC see1INS the result ofa LOO rapı OTr careless read-
after Barr’s book One 1$ INOTEC caretul artıcula- Ing of the CONSCQUCNCECS of Barr’s criticısm>?>*
t10N of the doctrine oft INerrancCy, and the other 15 TIhe argest ZSrFrOUD, [WO COomprisıng S1IX
the degree whıich the F/E COMMUNItY chall gCL authors, offers quıite unıform judgment of CT -
involved 1n critical methodology. taın traıts in Fundamentalısm. the phrase }

On the other hand, also crıticızes ST In FEaın FVYaLts MMUSTt be emphasızed, for thıs 15
Wells’s Op1n10N, arr O€s B{GJE discuss the real 1SsSuUeE equally unıform ın commending the book for IfSs
regardıng scrıpture, namely the attıtude 1ın stead of Insıghts and Ifs (TE analysıs and criticısm of
the doctrine. IThe real 1SSuUe 15 academı1c VS humble ASPCCTS in the F/E By looking ar the
and obedient reading of the Bible admiıts criticısm PUut forth Dy Henry, Marsden, Pınnock,
that thıs description of the critical cholar INaYy Iraina, an especlally tralıts
be an unfortunate generalization,’ Dbut (1 NOT stand OUuUT In Barr’s work: generalizatiıon ani
withdraw hıs STatement for that reason.°° Another NCIality. enrYy, Marsden, Pınnock, and Wells all
point f eriticısm 1$ Barr’s contention that the hıs- point generalızatiıon In WdY OT another,
torıcal an lıterary information 15 equally OTr INOTC and enrYy, Wells, and al COMMENT
important tor the F/E cholar than the theological Barr’s ack ofept. 1n SOTINC important ASDECCTS
CONFENTr Wells finds this WION£ an mentions the of hıs analysıs. Besides that, enry DOINtS IMIS-
F/E VIEW f the Roman Catholic Church d proo representation; Marsden unfair ÖOr uUunfrue Argu-
agalnst arr If arr WCIC right, the F/E IMOVC- ö Pinnock wiıld charges’; an Iraina
MmMent should be posıtıve towards the cConservatıve unbalanced investigation. Most of theır criticısm

Church, but 1T 15 NO  m+ hıs shows that the substantıated, but aTt ONC point
gospel, NOT inerrancy, 1$ the (AMC value .° generalizes AT another SCS LOO superficlal, and

be lıttle LOO hasty, when he ıIn thıs CONN- Marsden generalizes 1n hıs description.
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111 'IThe Non-Evangelıcal Response be provoking, amusıng, an deeply depressing
stated 1n the introductlion, number of O11- reading. He inds that Barr’s book Alls Za 1ın

analyzıng the foundatıons of the F/E argumenNtsevangelical reviewers aVEC been included ın the
mater1al form control Is the cr1ticısm and commends arr tor describing al] the different

cshades of the B/ZE mMOovement.°° Strange CXPICSSCSDut orward by the F/E wriıters supported by S1M1-
110 ecriticısm of arr an recommends the booklar DOINtTS ın non-evangelical reviIEWS, 0)4 It

been only AS the inevitable result of 14S$ and strongly theologians of a]] persuaslons.
one-sidedness? Prc do NOT constitute 'Ihe second CONSIStS of 1et Fransen
the maın Carget of the Investigation, tor IC an 1NsOon. Fransen inıtlally CITS In makıng

arrı ‘“tamous New Testament secholar ‘; and hıs
reaSONMN they ATC NOT treated 11C DYy OIlC Q1VINg
extensive attention each OC of them. But tor FeVIEW 15 characterized Dy evera| generalızatıons,

referring all the time they c  their  9 IC makıngthe sake of cClarıty, the remaınıng 1’7 FreVIEWS and
(MIEG FEVIEW artıcle A divided NtOoO four SIOUDS P/E scholars standardızed Hıs eriticısm

of arr CONC! the atter’s reluctance lookThe Hrst SIVINg 110 significant criticısm Al1Yy A the psychological FOOT of B/ B: which Fransen
aSspECLT of Barr’s work; the second critic1ZINng arr thinks 18 fear and insecurity.“” 1€ might be unfairtor NOT takıng hıs criticısm far enough; the 1r

Dut Hınson in thıs ZSTOUD, but part of Hınson’sQIVINg few pOINts of cCrit1c1sm; and the ftourth
AIVINZ LNOTIC SCVCGIC criticısm. criıticısm COINIC pomnts that AaLT has missed,

an whıich could make the criticısm of F/EIhe rSt group 15 the largest, COmMprIisIıng
FeVIEWS: Arthur CLADtree. Robert UOsborn, adequate. Primarıly, 1nson mentiIons the belief In

personal devıl AS H/:E TEST pomint of orthodoxy,Norman Fiıttenger, Rogerson, Ernest Sandeen, and he also thinks that Ar cshould re-include the
Robert 100 and John Strange. Crabtree cshows F/E C  SV wıth clence 1ın hıs description.clear example of superficlality statıng that dıspen- In the other part of hıs cCr1tiCc1sm, Hınson interest-
satı1ıonalısm 15 ONC $ C[W. piıllars of E/E method.°® ingly CEQUaATES Calyvınısm wıth fundamentalısm an:
Such contention Call hardly be substantiated Arminianısm wıth plet1sm, and he criticızes arr
from Barr’s book Osborn E Barr’s work for ‘lumping' them together.®”rather StraNgC 00 but at the SAaMı1C time an IThe third 15 only lıttle larger than the
excellent study  b an describes 1T surprisingly 4S Drevi1OuSs, showing three reviewers: ardYy,dealıng exclusively wıth *the British scene.’®! hıs Emile at: and odd ardy 15 basıcallyDOINtTS towards superficial reading of the DOOKk, sympathetic Barr’s cr1t1c1sm, but O€es find SOMNC
and the only ecriticısm he advances 1S that the book inconsistencles ın hıs presentation: RM tends
perhaps 1$ LOO an Y ın 1tSs style Pıttenger, ıIn hıs generalize when he describes F/E scholars, whıile
VCeLY short revVIeW, Q1VvES 11C of the MOST afırma- Aat the time noting divergent Op1InN10NS; and
tive evaluatıons aM ON£ all the SOUTCCS, sharıng the arr considers the designatıon ‘nNeresy' outdated,
generalizatıon that people belonging the EF/E whıiıle ar the SAaTlllc time Comıng close usINng 1t

wıiıll probably NEVECTL read [the book|],
762

towards the F/E position.°” Poulat approaches
S$inCce they aVe already been warned agalnst 1 it| the book 4S sociologist without alnıy theological
Rogerson 15 clearly balanced than Pıttenger agenda, an he FeECONIZES that arr has everal
statıng that the hıdden presupposlitions of both ACCOUNTS settle wıth F/£B 11C from hıs vouth
ıberal A conservatıve methods MUST be exposed and 11C ftrom hıs present, the last ın nghting ItSs
and evaluated. he only criticısm he ralses agalnst influence and 1ın dissuadıng potential followers.
Barr CONCETNS the transmıssıon of pre-Kantıan Hıs maın eriticısm of arr 1S T of INCONSIStENCY:
phılosophy down the present F/E movement.®° He PULS himself ın posıt1on where he Call tell who
andeen obviously commends Barr’s demonstra- ATIC the Christians, DOSIt10N he deniıies hıs
t10N of the development from ‘old F/E' NECW F/E opponents.”” Rodd, besides thinkıng that the

book chould ave been educed half ItfSs lengthF/E Barr ulldıng andeen), an he S11ps NT
of Barr’s generalızatıons talkıng about E/E an that the style 1$ LOO polemic and hostile, inds

scholars AS non-differentiated SFOUD- Shinn 15 much x00d an Irue analysıs ın Fundamental-
lıttle slap-dash ın hıs FEVIEW letting Fundamental- 15M He mentions pO1NtS where he inds that
15M be critique of American Fundamentalism and arr generalızes. 'The rst 1S the lınking of B/E
ZIVINS credit Barr’s ‘insightful USC of psycho- wıth dispensationalism drawn from Scofield efer-
logical interpretation.®> Strange inds the book ENCE Bıble, CrMtCIZINS arr tor NOT distinguishing
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between belief ın the Second Coming and “deviant cshown that 110 has totally succeeded 1ın
eschatological beliefs.? TIhe second point 15 Barr’s evadınz the perils of generalizatiıon an superfici-
tendency describe F/EB scholars 45 unılled alıty. hıs 15 for the SOUTCCS, which arr sed
TOUD, although he NOTECS, Aan: al times exploits, 1n hıs research, and ın which he, at least partly,differences AINONS them./* rightfully pointed OuTt these weaknesses. hıs 1S

Ihe last STOUD, Lewiıs Smuith and Kı Ward, IN HE tor Barr’s work 45 1t has been strongly pointed
shares Barr’s dıssoclatıiıon from the F/E posıtion, OUuUT Dy everal of both E/E and non-evangelıcal
but both ralses SCVETC eriticısm towards aSPECTS reviewers. nd thıs 15 ILNG also tor both F/ZE an
in the book Smuith DO1INtTS the INCONSIStENCY non-evangelıcal reviewers In commenting ON Fun-
that arr WAants do AWdY wıth “orthodoxy’ but damentalısm.
retaıns It In order UusSsc It agalnst F/E scholars, Finally, things Can be learnt from thıs study

poimnt veLrY much iıke Hardy’s Also, Smith Nuances and thoroughness ATIC NOT Just ZEST the
CrNtC1IZes arr for usıng "argumentum ad homınem scholarly work, but An absolute NeCESSILY. And SCC -
and SWINZINS COUNTeErstatem  TIS NOT always later ondly, James Barr’s book Fundamentalism 1$ NOT
qualified. * Ward reCOgNI1ZES much ofBarr’s work, the final word ON fundamentalism and evangelıcal-
but cCr1tiCc1zes the socilological consıderations for 1Sm be cıted whenever NC anTts discard thiıs
being superficial 1T other of the book for specific posıiti1on. But 1T faır repecat Russ
being an showing NtCMPL, traıts ar Bush’s words in recogniıtion ofBarr’s contribution
CrItiIC1zes wıth hıs OpPONCNIS. In thıs arr has evangelıcal an fundamentalist re-thinking and
tendency generalize, that hıs critical DOINtTS re-cConsideration: ‘Evangelicalism Cal agaln

be the 275“sound 1ıke dıiatrıbe ofa adıcal agalnst ad-
Ves of al] sorts.?”®

Irv. Conclusion Notes
Besides eing able sShow that generalizatıon and Wıiılliam CHs: astıng Believers: Review
superficiality also EX1ISTS the non-evangelical of Fundamentalısm DV James Barr,’ 1ın Christianity

0day, June 1978, 30-34reviewers, the Investigatıon of thıs contro|
has shown that the eriticısm expressed In the EF/E James Barr, Fundamentalısm (Philadelphia, Pa

1S partly found outside thıs hıs Westminster Press, 325 have NOT had
S55 the British edition, which dıfters from thethat there 1$ sufhcient Dasıs for conclusion. American only ın the toreword and VCar ofublica-Barr’s contention that Lalny critical appraisal ton)from wiıthout, however carefully researched and James arr-r Was, ATl the time the book Was published,documented, ll be branded AdS distortion and TIE Protessor of the Interpretation of Holy Scrip-Caricature; thıs Can be taken d automatıc an dıs ture at Oxtford UniversIity. Before that he had had

counted * teaching experience in Montreal, inburgh, Man
The PrESCHNL Investigation has cshown that hıs chester, and iın the United States Aı Princeton TIThe-

prediction Was build generalized an F$ Ologıica SeminarYy, Unıion Theological Seminary,
New York, and Universıity of Chicago.ficıa]l picture of the P/E scholarshıp. The p- Barr, Fundamentalısm,tıon history of Barr’s work has shown widespread

willingness read and listen criticısm ftrom Ihe MOST thorough analysıs of Barr’s contributions
modern theological hought 15 Paul Ronaldnon-evangelıcal scholars combined wıth wısh Wells’s octoral thesis James Barr and the

E whatever needs correctilon. Only 11C CUrıtique of Nen Lıberalısm (Phillipsburg, N.Jreviewer showed 110 recognıtıon öf: al y of Presbyterian and eiIiorme Publishing Company,Barr’s book For FOGCTH: treatment of the ch
At the S\4a|M1E time, PF/E scholars aVNe Put for- lenges from Barr’s book evangelicals, expressing

ward number of cerıitical pO1INtSs ın FESPECT dıf- both eartieit NSCNT and vehement opposıtion,
ferent ASPCCIS In Barr’s book, an the investigation $ Maoises Sılva presidential ddress at the 1997

annual meeting of the Evangelical Theologicalof the control of non-evangelical scholars Soclety, publıshed Can Iwo Walk Togetherhas shown, that the F/E reviewers AVUE NOT been
carrıed dWdAV by bıas 0)4 prejudice, but ave raısed Unless They Be Agreed? Evangelical Theology and

1DI1Ca Scholarshin,’ in JEIS41 3-1  Oappropriate questlilons. Carl Henry 1n Christianıty 0day, and Lewiı1sBesides these [WO points, which WEeEeTITC the stated mıt In New Blackfriars.objects for thıs study, the Investigation has also Paul! Wells, James Barr (<£. NOTE above)
R EuroJ Th 113



Perils of Generalization and Superfticiality

Reviews in Choice, Mn ( NOV. 1282 Vv1IS- HENFY, “Review’, the lIıkewise long 1STt
Han CGenturYy, 95 (July 1978 /10; Library Jour- of CrNtCISMS, made by Henry hrough the 9

in ‘Incomprehensible’, 1094, wıth reterencenal, 10 (Aug 1520 an Sr Marks Revıew,
109, WCIC NOT avajlable HNI Henry’s The Uneasy CONSCLENCE 0,  OAern Funda-

Sources Oun:! In IO FreVIEWS. In 1978 mentalısm, the ser1es *] )are We ENCW the Mod-
FEVIEWS and FEVIEW artıicles. In 1979 reviIews. ernist-Fundamentalıist Controversy?” In Christianıty

0d4y, (June-July and Evangelıca Responstı-In 980 FEVIEWS and monograph. In 1981
FEVIEW. 2 In Contemporary Theolog

10 Dıet Fransen ın KS published by the Faculty of enrYy, ‘Incomprehensible,’ Kal
T’heology of Katholieke Universiteit Louven, IbIe:; 1093 Cft idem, “‘Review,’ 52

28 Henry, ‘Incomprehensible,’ 1093Belgium; the soclologıst Emile Poulat (tO
knowledge, the only non-theologian ONg the Barr, Fundamentalısm, 206; Henry, "Incompre-
reviewers) in SSR ); and John Strange ot ensible, 094
University of openhagen ın 3() Ibıd., 1148 1149

art of hıs FeEVIEW artıcle 15 A ecriticısm of Barr’sThıs NCcans primarily 7E 34; 162-168; and
14L OWIN theological viewpolnt expressed ın Funda-

least CraDbtree; Fransen, and Smith ATLC at mentalısm.
1C8 32 Henry, “Review,’

15 232As elsewhere ın dealiıng wıth the question of fun- corg Marsden, FEVIEW of Fundamentalısm, by
damentalısm, there 15 terminological problem in James Barr, Theology 0  AN 235 (January 520,
thıs study. Who cshould be called what? Although WE
arr reCOgNIZES differences wıthın the ftundamental 24 Marsden, “Review,’ 520 Marsden Cıtes LWO CXPICS-
1St MOVEMENT, in terms of “‘mMmoderate’ and ‘extreme‘’ S10NS trom the eginnıng of Barr’s book ‘| Barr
and in of “undamentalist” opposed ocs NOT tind AL1 Y of Its have valıdıty
“conservatıve evangelical”, he USCS the L[WO latter CXCCDL ın verIy mınor respects,’ (p 9) and ‘| Funda-

interchangeably roughout the book For mentalism 1S | pathological condiıtıion of Christian-
the sake of convenience, will tollow the SAamMlc DIacC- ItV. (p
tice ıIn thıs and USCc the abbreviatiıon F/E tfor 35 Ibıid., 522
‘tundamentalıst/ evangelical’ an “tundamentalısts/ Ibıid., 522
evangelicals’ wiıth TOA| 27 Ibıid., 520
The maın research tor thıs artıcle Was done in the 28 Ibıd ] )ue LYPO, Marsden misrepresents Barr’s
all of 1996 duriıng extended per10 of studıes at VICEW. He STAatCcs that “Barr inds role ın
I'rımıity Evangelical Dıivinıty School, Deerfield, Inspirıng VCI V important OoOne It cshould have
My thanks professors John Woodbridge and been: VerY unımportant One

Carson for valuable informatıon ınd 39 AT Pinnock, ‘Unforgiving MC Review of Fun-
t10N ANY mistakes aATrC IMV sole responsibilıtv. damentalısm Dy James Barr. SoJourner (January

15 Russ Bush, FEVIEW of Fundamentalısm, DV James 1979 31-33 At the time of writing, Pinnock
Barr, Southnwvestern Journal of e0Ll0gy, M (Fall professor AT McMaster Dıvinıty School, Hamilılton.

100-101 Year of publishing tor the Amerıcan edition 15 Fa

I5DIG-. 101 neously given 1977
1/ Davıd Dockery, FEVIEW of Fundamentalısm, by I51d., 31

James Barr., Grace Theological Journal, Spring 4 | Ibıd., SZ 33
126-:147/ j51d., 2°)

18 151d. 127 45 Raymond Surburg, FEVIEW of Fundamentalısm,
19 Wılliam gar, FeVIEW of Fundamentalısm, DY Dy James Barr, Concordıia Theologıcal Onarterly 43

James Barr, 1 ] 40 154-156 (October 1979 286-357/
20 Ibıd., 156 Robert Iraina, FeEVIEW of Fundamentalısm, Dy

Carl Henry, FEVIEW of Fundamentalısm, by James Barr, The New Revıew of Books AaAn Relıgion
James Barr, Eternity (Mayv 1978 52-53; and (December 14-15

45 Ibıd.,"Those Incomprehensible British Fundamentalists,’
Christianıty Today, June 19/8, 225 Z 1092- Ibıid., 15

23 June 197/58, 22 Z l  -1  1 21 July Paul Ronald ells, James AT and the
1978, A S [1205-1258]. (In the following, reter- Crıtique of New Lıberalısm (Phillıpsburg, NJ

Presbyterian and eIorme Publishing Company,CIHL€:s the latter SOUTCEC will be the Pagc L11U1M11-

bers of the volume, NOT the indıyvıdual 1SSUCS. ) 1980
Henry, ‘Incomprehensible’, 1093 45 Gl ordon | Wenham, FEVIEW of James Arr and the

23 Henry “Review’, 52 Critique of a New Iiberalism, Dy Paul Ronald
24 ells, LEvQ 52 (Aprıl-June 17271Henry, ‘Incomprehensible’, 1095
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ells, James Barr, P20 Ernest Sandeen, FeEVIEW ot Fundamentalısm, Dy
5() 1bıd:, 131-133 James Barr, F 59 October 499 “None of

Ibıd., 1/7/92481 and 181-182 Ihe aSst example them 15 defending A ıteral seven-day creation
65refers Fundamentalısm, 78 Iso CriticCc1zes Robert Shınn FeVIEW of Fundamentalısm, by

arr tor makıng what hınks 15 an untftounded James Barr, Foundatıons: Baptıst Journal of Hıs-
NLrast between the Princeton theologians and the LOV'Y and heology 2Q (January-March :
Westminster Contession, bullding OIl San- 93
deen’s The Roots of Fundamentalısm (  -1 John Strange, FEVIEW of Fundamentalism, by James
Later O:  5 he CriticCcızes Barr tor contrasting, old and Barr, 47 19850) AT N

rF/E “r 15 ımplvy Al artifice arr USCcCs several 1et Fransen, FeVIEW of Fundamentalısm, DYy James
times ın hıs book inter that er CONservatısm Barr, Fall 1978 1354-136

68CcConsıstent than PECENT fundamentalism, enn Hiınson, FevIEW of Fundamentalısm, Dystrengthening hıs rejecti1on of present VIEWS (cef. James Barr, EV. /5 a 635-636 He
290) ] hıs ridicule thrown CONLEMPOTFAFV also critic1ızes Arr for letting Pentecostalısm be

fundamentalism 1S ONC of the INOST objectionable viewed Dart of the F/E MOVEMENLT, because *theır
features of Barr’s boo (166 n.85) VIEW of the role of the Dırı conflicts directly wıth
ı1llıam ells, astıng, Believers: Review the Fundamentalıist VIEW of the Bıble ? (636oft Fundamentalısm DV James Barr,’ In Christianity Hardy, revIiew of Fundamentalısm, Dy James
0day, June 1978, 2()-3 Barr, JASDSs ctober 1978 621

ells, ‘Blasting’”, 70 Emile Poulat, FreVIEW of Fundamentalism, by James
Ibıd., aD Barr, SSR 50 (October-December 1980 239

55 Ibıd., 23-34 In describing the OrMg1INS of FE Poulat makes
Ibıd., couple of mistakes: He STAaTtEeSs that fundamentalism
Ibid., 31

58
SOoL ItSs Namnlc trom The Fundamentals ” raa 910-191 ÖlBarr. Fandamentalısm, 05 which 15 NOT LruC; and he makes the Scopes T19|

59 acknowledge that thıs miıght be over-interpre- the Ccenter plıece of the fundamentalist cCo  1-
tatıon, caused Dy IMY search tor generalization and SICS INn the inter-war per10d (GIe Tennessee fut le
superficiality! grande oyer’) At ItSs tıme  „ the Scopes na Was NOT
ıIr Crabiree. FreVIEW of Fundamentalısm, Dy assıgned the importance 1t Was scribed iın later his-
James Barr, Horizons: The Journal 0 the CGollege LOT V.
eology Socıety 6 (Fall 19 293 Rodd, Takıng Poinnts om Books,’ Exp Lim61 Robert Osborn, “The Problem of Conservatıve S55 (September 197/7/3: 353-355
Christianity: EVIEW of Fundamentalısm DV James AD Lewiıs Smith, “"Fundamentalism Versus Iradıtiıon
arr and Evangelıicals at all Impass Dy Robert K Review of Fundamentalısm Dy James Barr., New
Johnson,’ Int 353 (July 211 TIhe [CasSson tor Blackfriars 59 (May 19/68): 232
thıs evaluatıon 1S probably that the other DOoOk, 73 eıt Ward, FeVIEW of Fundamentalıism, by James
which Osborn reVIEWS, contradıiıcts the pıcture Barr, Theology (London 81 (March L926): 146
which arr draws of the PE approach. On the PrevIOUS DaASC, Ward DULCS It sharper: A z a a

B i n

Pıttenger, Norman. “Old Arguments tor New-: “Ihe PFOSTaAMMC 1$ rather lıke that ot early anthro-
EVIEW of Fundamentalısm by James Barr; The pologists who, ın expoundıing the ature of reli-
Modern Churchman JD Summer 124 Ihe 10N, really tryıng explain how such O:description he Q1VES of Barr’s oifts rather ONC- superstit1ions COU. SOIMNC be held by rational
SI compared OIl other evaluations of beings.’ As further point of cr1t1cC1sm, Ward COM
the PFrESCHNT work: Not destructive CHAGC: he offers tends that Barr CVvVerT eals ser10usly wıth the quCS-balanced, ucCı m  , well-chosen illustrations, 10n of firm basıs for alt.
and caretul analysıs. Barr, Fundamentalısm, 325

653 Rogerson, FEVIEW of Fundamentalism, Dy 75 Bush, “Review,’ 101
James Barr, SII 51 1978) 4/5-479
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