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On first being shown Foojan Fomen's response to my article on Faha'i
scholarship, I was delighted that he had taken the trouble to write it -- I
had, after all, presented my original remarks solely with the object of in-
itiating a wider discussion. Having already written at some length and, to )
some extent, had my say on several important issues, I was happy to let Foojan's
Trejolnder speak for itself and, perhaps, in due course, evoke further.responses.
But after finishing and reflecting on his comments, I found myself strangely
disturted, and in the time that has elapsed since then, I have not heen able
to shake off that initial sense of disturbance, until, in the end, I have
felt compelled to put pen to paper again. It has saddened me very much that
an old friend like ).00jan has been so unfair in his evaluation and present-
ation of what I have written and that he has felt it necessary or desirable
to use so many ad hominem arguments in the course of his response.

That, of course, is still pretty much on the personal level, and, had
that heen all, I think it would have been wisest to have let the matter rest
there, After all, he does have the right to a few sharp words addressed in ny
-direction after my fairly critical review of his recent hook. RBut there is
more to lloojan's response than personal attack on me and my motives, By re-
arranging and reworking the arguments in the way he has, and by misquoting
and nisrepresenting me on occasion, he has succeeded in turning what was a
basically academic debate {coniroversial in tone though it may have been) into
a ratter of apologetics, much as earlier HBaha'i writers such as Gulpaygani (in
the xashf al-rhita') used all marner of tendentious ploys to repudiate Browne's

- views about ire distortion of Eabi history and doctrins by the Paha'is. Reading

Joojan'sg resporse confimms a feeling I have had for some time, that.he is not
really concerned with academic scholarship, but with the promotion and defence
of a fairly orthodox view of, Baha'jism. Now, there is absolutely nothing wrong
with that, so long as we are all aware that that is what ia going on. There
must be such writers in any religious tradition, and I have very high regard
for Yoojan's abilities as an orthodox scholar; he is, to my mind, a great deal
more horiest and accurate than many earlier writers in the same tradition, such
as Ishraq rhavari, and is a very worthy successor in this country to Hasan
Balyuzi, whom I also held in very high esteen.

Problems arise, however, when basically pietist scholars like Moojan, or
those assocjated with the Canadian Association for Studies on the Baha'i Faith
or World Order magazine, insist that they are involved in the same sort of
scholarly activity as researchers in the wider world..Sometimes, of course, that
ig true, but very often it is not, and the results can frequently be misleading.
It is because of this and because of the risk that it may add further to the
confusion that exists in this area, that I feel compelled to reply to Yoojan's
response, at the risk of tuming a simple discussion into a protracted contr-
versy. I will readily admit, haowever, that at least one other factor impelling
me to reply in this way is my realization that Foocjan himself would prefer the
whole issue to be dropped in case it disturbs too many people, whom he appears

. to feel it is his duty to.protect. I do not, on the whole, respond well to
hints of tha% kind. :

I suppose my strongest reaction to Noojan's response (apart from the inevit-
able sense of personal injury from several of his remarksg was a feeling that,
in a way, the whole thing confirmed just about everything I had written about ¢
the difficulties of generating valid scholarship within a Baha'i context. A
nuzber of passages indicate the level on which Yoojan carries on his argument:

'eeo it matters not a whit for Eaha'is in what way MacEoin or anyone else
thinks kaha'u'llah's writings are different from what Western Faha'is believe

a8 lorg as these Eaha'is are satiafied that what is taught in the West accords
with Shoghi Efferndi's interpretations' (p.6l). '

'I fail to se¢ any reason why Baha'i literature... should have any scholarly

e/

Zalzei The primary purpose of these publicatiens is to he spiritually cdifying....*
p-64).

'eer 1 felt that hia (Iiac&:oin's) latest eutpouring muy have caused a good
deal of dismay and distress to some Maha'is who May have read it and therefore
felt that a firm rebuttal of many of the poinis im the article that were clearly
distortions of the uaha'i Faith and ita teachirfs was necessary' (p.65).

How, I fully appreciate Foojan's concermn 8a expressed in these ond other
passages and I am happy to accept that, within its proper context, such concern
is proper and unavoidable. All I would venture to suggest is that the corlext
of these statements is that of faith, not achelarship, but that what I was
seeking to discuss was scholarahip, not fajth, 0f courge my views matier not at
all to anyone committed to blindly accepting §hoshi Xffeadi's interpretations;
of course Baha'i literature ought not primarily te be gcholarly, any rore than,
a8 }loojan says (p.65), the Baha'i faith should bo 8 club for scholars; and of
course some of my views may cause distress in certain quarters and necessitate
Yoojan's timely intervention to keep the fajthful on the siraight and narrow.
But what has any of this to do with the queation of haw scholarship can e
carried on about Baha'isz and related topics (a) by non-ad}‘:erents, () by adker-
ents, or {o) by both groups togainer?

It is axiomatic that most religious literature should be *spiritually
edifiyingt (though what is axiomatic does not necessarily follew nsturally, as
the Paha'i example shows); but it is also, I would have thought, axiomatic that
scholarly writing on the same subject be academically gound, thot historical
writing bte empirically accurate, that theologierl discussion be philologically,
textually, hermeneutically, and methodologically rigorous. It is obviocus that.
my views may be sholly irrelevant to the true hellever, but that dces not mean
they are irrelevant absolutely., There is a bigrer world out here, In which moat
people do not subscribe to Shoghi Effendi*s interpretation of anything, and the
inhabitants of that world have every right to suggest alternative viess of Paha'i
scripture, history, or doetrine, ¥Foojan is perfectly correct frca the point of
view of undeviating faith and 'protection*'; but the debate is about scholarship.

This problem is evident in the very firat paragragh of Joojan's reply, where
he maintaing that Steve Lamhden's response 'o#vered much of the ground where
Baha'is can, to some extent, agree with lacxoin' and goes on 1o s2y that he will
now point out some isauea *over which... a Baha'i would disagree’ {p.57), I an
disturbed here by the phrases 'Faha'is can... #&ee' and 'a Bana®i would disagree',
What does this amount to but an assertion that there is a sort of party line on
agreement and disagreement, that individuals, ence committed to the true faith,
cease to exercise any kind of independent thinking, that they must instead sub-
scribe wholly and unreservedly to certain propesitions established by Foojan
and others? There is, I fear, reflected in this much of the orthodox raha'i view
that there ought to be a high level of agreement between Lelievers on all iasues:
disagreement implies disunity, and disunity is the greatest of all sins. That,
again, is a perfectly fair attitude from the p6int of view of faith (although the
idea of unity at any price is, perhaps, ethically questiorable), but, for the
purposes of scholarship and even of meaningful dialogue, it is deleterious in
the extreme. Lven on the level of faith, however, I doubt whether it is.an
altogether healthy attitude, and I would think there are many paka'i readers
who would take issue with Eoojan on this point, I shall return to a different
facet of this problem later, in discusain; the question of ‘'aunthenticity’.

I am, in general, not a little disturbed by Yoojan's ill-disgmised contenpt
for contermporary western scholarship, despite Bis numerous attesptis to pretend

. that he is concerned with academic values, Thi# underlying hostility is inadvert-

antly but, I think, sharply revealed in a passsge on pace 59 in which he quotes
from my original article:

'In criticising kirza Abu'l-Fadl Gulpaygani’s work for not havirg "that
pretence of rigour... and lack of obvious bias $hat is so essential in (modern
Western) scholarship (p.58)", Factoin does not §eem to be aware that he is ad-
mitiing that many modern Western scholars put # great ceal of effort into creating
an appearance of impartiality and scholarship which is in fact a veneer for deep

. biases within their work.'

It is instructive to refer back to my artiele to see what X actually wmTote
there: '... because they (the works of Eaha'i scholars from Gulpayzeni onsarcs)
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lack even the pretence of rigour, of critical analysis, of open-mindednesas, of
talance and lack of obvious bias that is so essertial in works of acholarship.®
I do not wish to sugrest that Loojan has deliberately misquoted me, but I do
find it significant that he has done so in Zhe way he has and that he has drawn
froz his misquotation the conclusions he presents. It is curious that he has not
seen the significance of the word 'even', that he has left out thoase phrases
(*critical analysis', ‘open-mindedness', ‘halance') that 4o not fit very well
with the idea of 'pretence', and that he has sought to qualify 'scholarship’
with 'modern Western', which I did not do, Foojan's own deep-seated fantasy
‘that modern western scholars are all really engaged in maintaining a pretence of
impartiality and open-mindedness has o taken hold of him that he does not even -
find it curious that T should 'admit' to such a thing.

’ In his first paragraph, koojan also argues that, despite my assertions to
the cortrary, my paper “appeared to he much more an emotional vindication of

(=y) decision to leave the Baha'{ community than a useful contribution to the . |

discussion of scholarship in a Baha'i context' (p.57).To be fair, I did not
élaim that my article was wholly free of any element of vindication, but ex-
pressad the belief that it did not represent 'in the main' an attempt to ration-
alize and justify my ovn loss of faith. I did, in faet, try to address thia
probler. on page 65. I am willing to accept that there is more than an element
of vindication in my article -- it would scarcely be human to expect otherwise.
. But I did attempt to avoid jJustificatory issues as far as possible, and I am
disturbed that }oojan has failed to see that. ¥y reasons for Joining the Baha'i
moverment in the first place, for remaining in it for nearly fifteen years, and .

for leaving it in the end, are very complex and have much to do with my develop- -

ment on several levels as a person. ¥oojan himself argues, quite rightly, that
'most people become Baha'is and remain Faha'is’tiot because of any intellectual
analysis of the Baha'i teachings but because of what they experience as the

. . realiiy of the religion' (p.Al), In addition -- buti this is bound to be more un~

comfortable for Yocjan to accept -- many people leave Baha'ism behind in the end
also 'becsuse of what they experience as the reality of the religion'. If join-
ing and belonging can be justified in such terms, so, I fear, can leaving. I
would even go so far as to say that, for some people, abandoning a religion such
"as Baha'ism can be an important and necessary step in their spiritual develop-
ment. . :
0f course, I had intellectual problems as a Baha'i, but, as in the case of

other ex-Bahatis of my acquaintance, ‘these were not ultimately responsible for

ry decision to leave. When I wrote that I did not want to pen a vindication of
that decision, I was being entirely honest, with my readers as much as with my-
gelf. 7o write such a vindication would require a wholly different approach aad
would involve much discussion of my own personal development from a teenager

oren to the appeal of Baha'i ideas and society through to an adult whose exper-
ifence of life and of the Faha'i cormunity compelled him in other directions.

It seems significant to me that }oojan has failed to appreciate this very basic
fact, particularly since he has known me personally for a very long time. It is
possible -- and I stress this point -- to write objective explanations of Paha‘ism
which have nothing to do with purely personal responses to it as a religion. If
such explanations should be critical, this may have nothing at all to do with
personal feelings. In my article, I took great care to point out that the maj-
ority of my criticisms were ones I had already entertained as an active, believing
Baha'{ (albeft one with those doubts that are such an essential adjunct of faith),
70 seesk to invalidate those same criticisms by asserting that they represent some
sort of private virdication is somewhat shabby, and I hope no-one will be ser-
_ iously misled by it. : : -

It is certainly not helpful in a discussion of this sort to refer to me, even
if only indirectly, as an 'apostate* (p.59).That Koojan thinks in such terms at
all is somewhat disturbing and not a little revealing. The use of intemperate
language of this kind is, of course, fairly comrmon in Baha'i literature, partic-

_ ularly in the works of Shoghi Effendi, who hurls invective and abuse at all whom
ha regards as 'enemies of the cause', and Moojan is well within the conventions

- of this traditidn when he employs such terms. ‘hatever else it may be, this is

"not the language of scholarship or informed debate. . S

oy

I will admit that many of the points I make imvolve i{ssues atout which I
feel strongly, and that they are often expresned In emotive larmuwia. EZmotlive,
but not, I think, unconsidered, I’y adoption of a eritical and forceful atyle
is in part a natural and honest reflection of the strength of my feelings atout
certain issues, in part a deliberute attempt to siimulate controveray. l'cojan,
like the Haifa Hesenrch Depariment and ro many othcer defenders of Taha'i ortho-
doxy, fights shy of anything that may *cause alarm in the bressta of... bel-
ievers'. He would rather I did not write on the subject at all; my ideas may
cause distress in some quarters, which will necessitate a *'firm rebuttal® in
order to calm those disquieted by unconventional viewa., Cod forbid thot scxeone
might be agitated enough to engage in nome sort of independent gcarch afler
truth. I can understand Yoojan's concern and, to some extent, sympathize »ith
it. But, to be frank, it worries me more than anything. lNone of us enjoys
watching news reports about famine in Ethiopla or massacres in Assam, but it
is extremely important that we do so. Some govermments do not like public ded-

. ate about sensitive isaues, but politics would stagnate without it. And sore-
. times the issues are just to important to allow the sensitivities of a handful

of oivil gervants or pgovernment ministors to prevent open end eritical dehaie -
as is the case, for example, with the nuclear weapons and civil defence isstes
in this country. Yoojan reminds me a little of argaret Thatcher and }ichael
Heseltind, asmoothly trying %o reassure the public that they ard their generals
have everything under control and that, if war does break out, we should white-
wash our windows and hide under the table. Feople need to be shaken, shocked
out of complacency, disturted by the realities of life. Can roonjan really deny
%that almost all Baha'i writing, speeches, and dicusaions are bland and uncontro-
versial to the point of sterility? Or has he lived so lorg in the cocoon of,
Bahati values and standards that he has completely lost sight of what goes on
outside. If a controversial style helps puncture complacency or disturd -hland-
ness, it can be no bad thing. .

I cannot help feel that there ia a large element of elitism in Yoojan's
attitude. He, of course, is privy to these difficult matters and con handle
them. The mass of simple believers, on the other hand, musi be protected from
them, must be kept in blissful ignorance. Yoojan does not, at the same tize,
seem to think it at all harmful for the same people to be exposed to the inan-
{ties, gross oversimplifications, and pious meanderings of any nurber of popilar
and influential Raha'i writers. These, no doubt, he sees as spirit-
ually uplifting. But for whom? Not, surely, for himself -- I cannot imagine
that he finds anything in them, For the simple masres, of course.

This underlying dread of controversy is eclearly responsible for many of
the attitudes expressed in Foojan's responge and is, indeed, one of the rost
notable features of his literary work in general. It is particularly evident
in his support of the view that 'the response that one elicits froz such in-
dividuals as Counsellors depends a great deal on the occosion and manner in
which controversial points are put to them rather than the points themselves’
(p.&,)and his insistence that *if the unwise actions of the scholar threaten
to disrupt the community and cause dismay, the Counsellors may well act in a

" manner that will seem to the scholar to represent a cutting off of 3 free ex-

change of thoughts and ideas' (ibid). It is iateresting that these passages
occur in the course of an attempt to defend Gounsellors from the charge of
authoritarianism, whereas the attitude of extrere deferrence exprassed in thenm
seenis to me to provide a certain conf{rmation of that charge. It is signif-
icant that Foojan is ready to depict the words or actions of the scholar as

h potentially *unwise’, *threatening', ‘disrupting®, and *disraying', whereas
_those of Counsellors are ‘'nurturing' or 'developing’. But what if -~ as I

have often known to be the case -- Counsellors or other members of the Faha'i
hierarchy behave unwisely, what if they threatea deeper values, what if they
dismay intelligent and sensitive fndividuals? It seems that, once the hierarch~
ical perspective has been adopted, words and &ctions may be judged, not on

their own merits, but in terms of the authority-source from which they originate.
Scholars are, indeed, often unwise and do frequently cause dismay; but so, for

.. that matter, do Hands, Counsellors, Eoard Mesbers, NSA membera, and so on.
Keroly to submit to the opinions or feelings of individuals because of the ,



forzal positions they hold bolsters up precisely that kind of suthoritarfanism
about which I have previously expressed misgivings. :

Perhaps the matter would not be quite as serjous if things were as black and
white as lloojan augcests: hot-headed, inflammatory scholars (typified by apost-
ates like myself) on the one hand, and wise, sensitive Hands or Counsellors or
whatever on the other. But in my own expericnce and that of others with whom X
have spoken over the years, the most worrying feature of such clashes as have
occurred lies precisely in the fact that innocuous or even strictly orthodox
remarks based on scripture can often evoke near-hysterical responses. I may
.have a personal penchant for contraversy, but I am not so wholly lacking in
tact or wisdom as Loojan appears to think (though I am lacking in subservience).
In my later years as a Baha'i, I did, in fact, make genuine and considered
efforts to tone down my writing and lecturing, and I know that a great many
perfectly ordinary Baha'is responded positively to my views. It was all the
rere horrifying to me, then, that I was again and again attacked, not for having
expressed obviously controversial or heretical views, but opinions backed up
by scriptural authority or solid historical evidence which just happened to run
counter to the views of certain privileged groups or individuals. I was never
surprised when my consciously controversial opiniong were refuted, but I was
surprised and hurt when cautiously-expressed, thoughtful views were attacked
with a breath-taking viciousness that left me stunned. Loojan sets much store
by the fact that Counsellors 'possess no executive powers at all' (p.64),

- stressing the fact that 'their role is solely to advisory and exhortatory' (fbid).
Counsellors and all the rest do not need executive powers to exercise authority.
Does }oojan honestly imagine that real power rests solely with executive bodies,
that human society is that simple? The ulama' in Islam possess no executive
powers, but I would not like to conclude from taat that they possess no authority,
Indeed, Islam, like Baha'ism, claims to be a religion without a priesthood; but
it cannot be denied that it has a powerful spiritual hiersrchy. '

All of this is taking us a little away from the main topic, so let me return
to Yoojan's response. Cn page 57, loojan first raises an argument which is te
featurs regularly in nis discussion —- the view that I have 'a curious attach-
ment to a rather outdated ided of objectivity in scholarship'. He considers
this point in detail on pages 58-59 where he attempts to criticize my 'naive
falth in an outdated idea that scientific objectivity is attainable in a field
such as the study of religion' (p.s58).I fear that here, as elsewhere, Foojan's
preferred technique is to set up Aunt Sallys, which he van then proceed to knock
down; but I canrot let him get away with this. I do not wish to undertake a
further, prolorged discussion of scientific method and so on -~ it would pre-
ferable if readers returned to my original article to find out vhat I actually
did say, rather than relying on what loojan thirks I said, But it is important
to point out that I have noshere expressed a belief in the atiainment of total
objectivity, and that I do not, in fact, hold to such a belief. Perhaps Voojan
should read again my remarks on page 59 of my article. I state there that *there
is such a thing as objective or absolute truth' (which, I notice, Foojan also
states on page §1), but I then go on to descridbe the positivist outlook (which
holds trhat such truth can be attained by men) as 'meaningless'. Some sentences
later, I describe how 'our advancing theories are steps on an unending path .
towards an ultimately unattainable goal, approximations rather than final state-
ments about the truth' (p.SﬁS. Following this, I quote Popper to the effect that
‘science has nothing to do with the quest for certainty or probability or rel-
iability, %e are not interested in estadblishing scientific theories as secure, or
certain, or probable' (ibid). I later quote him again.as saying that objective
truth is 'the standard which we may fall short of* (ibid). ¥y own attitude is,

I thirk, well sumnmed up sorme pages earlier in the statement that *the scientist
(or scciologist or linguist or historian) must proceed by methods that are ratio--
nal, critical, open to criticism, universal, and as free from subjective bias as
it is possible to render them' (p.53). It is perverse of Yoojan to conclude from
such a discussion that I cling to an *outdated' belief that 'scientific object~
ivity 1s attainable', when I have just stated exactly the opposite. I have,
indeed, to ask whether he has actually read or read carefully the relevant sec~

- tions of my srticle. And I wonder if ha has ever read any Popper. :

I suspect, however, that it matters very little to Joojan what I really
think and what I actually say. It is evident from several passages in the present
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. refutation that he is determined to demongirate tRat I am somehow uninflormed
- of modern davelopments, even in my own field: *in his approach to the study of
the Baha'i Faith, I feel Fuckioin is out of touch with much of modern scholar-
’ ship' (p40). Apart from the rather insulting quality of guch remarks directed
by an amateur to someone working full-time in the arca, I feel that they a-e
very wide of the mark and, in fact, indicate furtker loojan's osr. inability to
grasp the nature of contemporary debate in this field.
'the hasic problem in Yoojan's argurents on page 60f ard his use of
Cantwell Smith to bolster hias position lies, I think, in a failure to dis-
tinguish between the areas of empirical investifation and the discussicn of
faith-related matters, Perhapa }oojan has not yet read Smith's classic atudy,
The reaning and nd of Heligion, a work which I would recomrend to him most
highly. There, Smith distinguishes what ke calls the 'cunuliative tradition®
from 'faith' and argues as followa: ‘ten may differ as to the content of faith
or as to its validity, but there is in principle little room for diiferirg as
. to its overt manifestations across the centuries in their resplendent or grot-
- ) ésque variety. The unobservable part of man's history, especially his religious
T history, may and jndeced must be acknowledged an open question so far an scholar-
ship is concerned. Meanwhile the ohservable part, including that of his religious
history, is because of that very scholarship sccessible to open scrutiny’ (p.155).
No scholar, however. eirenically inclined, will ever condone lack of rigour,
bias, or obfuscation in the investigation of empirical facts aboul relipion: whnat
really happened in history, what texts actually state, whot social factora are at
work. Disagreement there will be, of course, but there will be mutual respect bet-
ween disputants so long as all are willin; to #bide by what one nmight deccride as
the 'rules* of academic research, And it is thia that I was primarily concerred
with in my article, in that I sought to identify what I consider to be odstacles
in the way of such research within the Faoha'i community. I do rot suggest that
there can ever be absolute agreement as to 'facta', and I certainly would not
wish to imply that there could (or should) ever be agreement as to the interpret-
ation even of mutually-agreed empirical data. ‘
I am aware that one of Yoojan's major corntcrms is to defend his faith from
. what he sees as 'hostile and unsympathetic' (p.59) analysis phrosed in ‘ezotioral
and subjective' (p.65) language. Certainly, Baha®ism has in the past sufflered
greatly from largely unwarranted attacks from its buslim and Christian opjonants,
and it is understandable that sensitivity has developed in this area. Noojan, I
think, in common with quite a few other more orthodox Baha'is, sees rmy writing
as falling within this category and seeks to ¢rect defences apeinst it, using
methods similar to those employed in the refutaticn of polemical attacks. He is,
of course, entitled to think and react in that way, but I would, at least, like
to make one or two distinctions clear. Unlike Fuslim, Christian or other polec~
fcists, I did not start out unsympathetic to Psha'ism for ideological or attrer
reasons. On the contrary, I was for a great mARy years an aclive and enthusiastic
L supporter of the movement, if anything more dedicated to its propasation and
i’ defence than even }oojan himself. In the end, hosever, a2cademic research and

(}f&z‘ xoe, *" {increased experience took their toll and caused me to become disillusioned ?nd
-"'V-\O' g 3 -- yes -- 'hostile and unsympathetic', But this does not place my work in tne
C v % 'game category as that of anti-Baha'i polemicists, since it is based, not on 3
v & fa priori assumptions about the movement formulated from exiasting beliefs, but on

o 3. 1close study and observation followed by careful analysis. Had I overcome initial

biases of hostility to reach favourahle conclusions ahout faha’fism, no doubt
. ¥oojan would hold me up as a model of academio method. It is, I fear, merely
o 9 é’ . because the biases I had to overcome were those of allegiance and the I'E'S!.:lts I
R reached were, in many cases, unfavourable, ‘thal he finds cause for com;‘uamt.
In this, I feel that Koojan displays much of the selectivity to which I
refer more than once in my article. Tere I writing critically about, let.us‘ say,
¥ * !the Joonies or Scientologists or Jehovah's witneases, I doubt very much if ze
iwould find fault with either my style or my method. Why does l'oojan not appl
K ‘his eirenic principles to Cabd al-Baha' when he calls the Frotestanis 'the zost
U ) fanatical of all sects’ (Fakatib vol.2 p.119) or makes vehement accusatlions
against the Papacy (Some Answered Questions, eh.34); why does ne notcdescrice
Baha' Allah as 'hostile and unsympatnetic' when he refers to the Shi'is as ' the

most wretched of sacts® ()a'ida-yi asmeni vol.7 p.182) and their lealers as

[ Y
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*false, cruel and cowardly' (quoted Promised ny is Come p.88); why does he

_not speak of the 'basic hostility to Islam' of Shoghi Effendi, who writes in

the most extreme and abusive of language about the fate of that religion in
the modern world (see, for example, ibid P 93-98)7

To be frank, I see ro reason why Baha'is or Bsha'iam should be given pre- |
ferential treatment in this respect. Simply hecause a movement claims to be a
‘world religion’ or whatever does not automatically entitle it to nothing but
favourable corment., Haha'is do scem to want things very much their own way. They
derand the right to preach their religion freely and widely, and to seek converts
on as large a scale as possible. In the end, they aim to bring the whole world
under their system. But should anyone attempt to present alternative versions of
the movement or its aims to the pudlic, in. speech or writing, they often become
hysterical and accuse their critics of *bias’, *hostility', and so forth, being
particular happy to appeal to western liberal notions of religious tolerance that
are soretimes conspicuously absent in the Baha'i scriptures themselves. They may
often te righi. But the very act of making claims for a religion (especially
tlairs based on the assumption that the existing order of society is defunct and
zust be replaced by a new system) must necessarily expose it and its adherents
to eriticism. The pubdlic has 2 right to hear all sides., It would be nafve to
iragine that all religions and all doctrines are somehow 'good® or 'beneficial*,
and it is disingenuous to argue that a hostile or cynical approach to a partie-
ular movenent is a sign of hostility or cynicism towards religion itself. There
is a difference that hoojan has yet to learn between deliberate and uncalled-for
abuse snd forceful language based on careful considerstion of the facts. Critical
accounts may be embarrassing, even damaging, to a given movement, but they may

;be of considerable benefit to society at large, whose well-being must be the

scholar's primary concern. This principle is, I think, being more widely recog-

inized since the advent of new religious movements like the KFoonies and Scient-

ologists, whose activities are readily recognizable as harmful to society as a

"whole.

When he suggests that I should divert my intellectual talents into 'another
field' (p.59), what Moojan is reslly saying is that I should either write pleas-
ant things about Baha'ism (i.e. thirgs with which he agrees or with which he is
told to agree by those above him) or aveid making waves, This would, of course,
be convenient and tidy from the orthodox point of view, but as a suggestion it
has no place in a debate on the quesiion of academic scholarship within the
Baha'i context. Wnhat does l'oojan really want to happen? That every time a scholar
writes critical or demythologizing or otherwise awkward comment about Bsha'ism,
he should be persuaded to abandon the sudbject? Or perhaps anyone, not just a
Baha'l, wanting to write about the religion, should be required to submit his
work to 2 Baha'i reviewing commiitee. It seems to me that }'oojan would like to
restrict scholarship in this field to those who are willing to play by rules
established by him. Even some seminars recently organized by him have been not-
able for the restrictions placed on those invited to attend. such developments
are decidedly a baciward step for scholarship in this field. It was always the
plous but genuine hope of earlier seminars in this country that we might en-

courage 'non-paka'i’ acaderics, whatever their opinions, to attend and to conte - . .

ribute, thereby expanding the range and quality of viewpoints expressed snd
exposing intarnally-acceptatle views, which might not go observed, to useful
criticism. Now, it B=ems, seminars are to remain closed to all dut the faith-
ful, or to be open, perhaps, to carefully-selected outsiders who can be relied
on not to present opinions that could prove disturbing. These are excellent
defensive tactics, but they are unlikely to reassure the academic world about
the real intentions of Baha'i scholars.

To return to the quesiion of xy supposed ignorance of contemporary develop-
ments in scholarship, I would suggest that it is, in fact, Voojan himself who
displays a curious lack of knowledge in his discussion of the development of
Islamic studies (pp.59_60), »here he draws a contrast between ‘many 19th Cen-
tury (sic) orientalists towards Islam® (p.59) 2nd modern scholars, whose 'ref-
erences to Nuhacmad are courteous and respeotful’ (p.59). I fear Yoojan is sadly.
111-informed about what has happaned in the modern pariod in this field. Modemn
scholarship has certainly becoms increasingly scientific and open-ninded, and no
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competent Islamicist today would dreanm of proccedimy from the a nricrf assumptions
of many of his nineteenth-century predeceasors. Wt if l'oojan Tmari for a
moment that this has made modern western writing om Islam acceptadle to Yuslins,
he is seriously out of touch with the subject. li® meed only read Edward 3aid's
Orientalism to sze that many }uslims are, if anything, even more violently cpp-
osed to the work of contemporary 'orientslinta® thmn that of earlier writers,
These latter could often be dismissed as polemiclsts writing with a missfcnary

or related intention, but modern writers employing; the metnoés of contemporary
scholarship are scen to be infinitely more dangerams to orthodory precisely
because they have broken away from overt religious or cultural biases. Yoojan

-may be correct in suggesting that the object of wodern Islamicists *is not to

cast doubt on Fuhamrad's integrity or indeed updn Mis claims' (p.59), but the
result of their work may, from the orthodox Fuslim point of view, do just that.
Here again, }oojan reveals that his true criterid are not integrity, accuracy,

-consistency, or wnatever, but 'courtesy’ and *respect’, That is fine, but just

how far does it take us? I would never deliberately set out to 'prove' to my
students that kuhammad was a3 false prophet; but I would not, at the same time,
conceal from them any doubta I mipght personslly éntertain about tho nature cf
his claims. There has to be respect for honesty A8 well, .

There arg, indeed, obvious limits to how far @ scholar can or ought to go
in seeking to mollify the feelings of orthodox btelievers. I think Faxime Rodin-
son expresses this well in a passage that follows & somewhat criticsl description
of the Qur'an in his life of Muhammad: :

'¥ay any Kuslims who happen to read these 1ines forgive my plain speaking.
For them the Koran is the book of Allah and I respect their faith. Bul I do not
share it and I do not wish to fall back, 23 many orientalista have dore, on .
equivocal phrases to disguise my real meaning. This may perhaps be of assistance
in remaining on good terms with individuals and goverrments preofessing Islam;
but I have no wish to deceive anyone. ¥uslins have every right not to read the
book or to acquaint themselves with the ideas of & non-Yuslim, but if they do do
so, they must expect to find things put forward there which are blasprerous to
them. It is evident that I do not believe that the Foran is the book of Allah.
If I did I should be a Muslim. But the Koran is there, and since I, like rary
other non-Kuslims, have interested myself in the siudy of it, I am naturally
bound to express my views' (pp.217-18).

From this point of view, the pasaage quoted by loojan from Cantwell Smith
to the effect that *anything I say about Islam 88 & living faith is valid orly
in so far as Yuslims can say "Amen" to it' {(quoted p.40) needs serious qualif-
jeation. First of all, what is meant here by 'yuslims’'? Are they orthodox Sunnis,
liberal Sunnis, members of the Luslim Brotherhood, Ahmadis, orthodox Shi'is,
Isma®ilis, Sufis, English converts, Black Fuslimé, Indonesjans, Africans? Can
we simultaneocusly obtain the approval of the western-educated Fuslim scholar and
the illiterate believer in a traditional society? &nd canr we really put our o
views sa wholly at the mercy of the opinions of others? '
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Something of this difficulty has been exprasdved by Joachim Wach in another ways

Is it not necessary to be a membter of a relifious community to undersiand
its religious notions and customs? Bui what doed it mean to be a "meater™? Could
it be seriously maintained that a great scholar helonging to Group A would be
less capable of understanding the religion of Group B than any ignoract and
humble person belonging to the latter?* (The Comparative Study of Helifions p-10).
The same writer, indeed, condemns the kind of extreme indifference implied
in the quotation from Smith: 'To me,' he says, 'there is something patnetic about

" the modern historian of religion who uses sitrong words only when he wanis to

convince us that he has no convictions,... Ernst Troeltsch has characterized an
wunlimited relativisn" by stating that a weakly ¢onstituted natursl histery has
become identified with empathy (}achfthlunz) for a1} other characters logether
with a reliriquishing of empathy for oneself, with skepticism and playful in-
tellectuality, or with oversophistication {Blani':ﬁleit) and a lack of faith.
It could be asked if an opea hostility is not more appropriate to the subject
of religion than this noncommital attituce' (ibid ».8). Significantly, in view

. of Koojan's earlier remarks, Wach continues thu#s *All this is rot to say that
" . the ideal of objactivity should be abandoned by those engaged in cosparative -

studies' (ivid).
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" There is, however, a further dimension to this discussion, to which I wish
to draw particular attention. This is that Koojan's attempt to portray me as a
"positivist 1s, in a sense, little more than a projection of his ewn positivism.
I have already drawn attention, in my recent review in Relimion of Foojan's
Pabi and Iaha'i Religions, to his insistence on the 'inaccuracies’ of early
writers and their eventual replacement by ‘accurate accounts' published by Baha'i
conmunities in the west. This same attitude informs much of his refutation,
where my views are described as 'distortions of the Baha'i Faith and its teachings'
(p.65) or in his assunption, previously referred to, that there are definite
matters about which 3sha'is will agree or disagree. Far from my attempting to
'impose upon the Baha'i Faith' a perspective of my own, ‘'whether the facts fit
or not' (p.57), it is Koojan himself who seeks to maintain an ideal image of
Faha'ism, which he feels it to be his sacred duty to protect from misrepresent-
ation. The actual circumstances of the Raha'i community are, for him, merely
‘distoriions and deviances from Baha'i teachings' ( p.64 ), which will, in the
end, be eliminated and replaced by the ‘true' practice, based on scriptural
ideals, It is, to put it sinply, the ¥ahhabi ideal in Baha'i garb. .

The results of this insistence on the priority of the ideal over tho actual
can be clearly seen in loojan's method of selecting the material used in The
Pabi and Baha'i Heligions. Although he dismisses much early writing as replete
with errors, he is quite happy io us€ any quotation that happens to support his
idealized view. Thus, for example, he quotes from an article entitled 'Bab and
Fabism' (1869) by Edward Evans. ™e first passage cited indicates just how little
tvans actually knew about the subject: 'It is 2 singular fact, that during the

last quarier of century there should have sprung up in Central Asia a new rel- .

igion which already numbers its adherents by millions' (p.24). And yet Foojan
goes on to guote as 'significant' Evans's statement that 'Babism, in fact, has
passed through all the phases of the other great historic religions, and is
entitled henceforth to a place by the side of them' (p.25). why should this
‘particular piece of historical balderdash (note the date) be deemed *significant?
shen other, equally iraccurate statements are dismissed by Moojan out of hand?
The answer is, I think, obvious. . . ' ’
Something of the ambiguity in Moojan's position can be seen in his discussion

~of religion and science on page 62. There, he argues that human interpretation
of revealed truth is necessarjly imperfect and that, therefore,.there can be no
access to absolute trutn by this means. While this is perfectly correct as an
expression of the Baka'i position as regsrds personal interpretation, it leaves
aside two features of Baha'i doctrine which are crucial to the arguments I orig-
inally advanced. The first of these is the emphasis which Baha'i scripture gives
to the notion that, whereas the word of God had previously been revealed in
opaque or ambiguous language, in the present day it has been made known without
veils or ambiguity. Having referred to the corruption of Christianity and Islam
tecause of a lack of clarity in their scriptures, Shoghi Effendi writes: 'Not so
with the Hevelation of Baha'utllah, Unlike the Dispensation of Christ, unlike
the Dispensation of Fuhammad, unlike all the Dispensations of the past, the
apostles of Baha'u'llah in every land... have before them in clear, in unequiv-
ocal and emphatic language, all the lass, the regulations, the principles, the
institutions, the guidance, they require for the prosecution and consummation of
their task' (The World Order of BFaha'u'llah p.21). The matter is not, of course,
as simple as I make it seem, but the general tendency is to regard the writings
of Baha' Allah as unusually clear and to accept thz revealed text at its face
value, wherever possible. From the rational point of view, this has serious
implications, since Eaha' Allah stresses the supreme authority of the word of
God ard demands wholesale acceptlance of it:

'Cn a number of occasions, the people of the Zayan have asked the following,
question: Lavid, the author of the Psalms, lived afier Moses... but the Primal
Point (the Fab)... refers to him as having lived before him. This is in contra-
diction to the books and what the prophets have taught. We have replied: fear God
and do not oppose him that Cod has adorned with the most great infallibility....
The gervants must confirm the dawning-place of the divine command in whatever is
manifested by hime (untitled leiter, in Ishragat, p.18). . . i

Kot only must men agree to what has been stated by the prophet, they must
also conform their own statements to his: 'Words too must be in conformiily with
what has issued from the mouth of the will of God in the tablets, in the most

outward sense’ (untitled letter, in ibid, p.103). Shere {s not much roen ia any
of this for the exercise of independent reasoning.

. The second relevant feature is the notion of imfallible powers of Inter-
pretation vested in ®pbd al-Baha' and Shoghi Effendi. The effect of this doc-
trine is to restrict even further the latitude for discussion and the expression
of personal opinion so as to prevent the developmemt of ary rational theory.

The following quotations from "Abd al-Baha* illuatrate this point quite clearly,

I thirk: ..
'1f a sould shall utter a word without the sanction of the Covenant, ke is

not firm.... Mo one shall speak a word of himself* (Promulpstion of 'niversal
Peacc, p.317). .

"“abdu'l-Baha is the interpreter of the aims, intents, and purposes of the
words of the Blessed Perfection, and is the interpreter of his own written wards;
and none can say that this or that is the intentlon conveyed therein, save Abdu'l-
Baha' (Star of the ylest vol.6, p.44).

*Firmness in the Covenant means obedience, 80 that no one may say this is my
opinion. MNay rather, he must ohey that which proceeds from the pen and tongue of
the Coverant' (G¥ vol.10, p.251). . ;

'Kot one soul has the right to say one word im his own account, or to explain
anything or to elucidate the text of the Fook whether in public or in privale®
(sw vol.8 p.223).

*Should there appear the least trace of controweray, they must rerain silent,
and both parties must continue their discussion# n® longer, hut ask the reality
of the question from the Interpreter® (Raha*i Seriptures p.544).

'In this day, the gates of contention must B¢ closed srnd the cauzes of strife
prevented, This cannot be done unless all follow #n interpreter and obey the
aprointed centre of the covenant. ‘hat is, they must clirg to his clear explan-
ations and hold firm to his lucid interpretations, in such wise that their
tongues will speak on behalf of his tongue and their pens tronsmit whatever he

. utters. They must neither add nor subtract a letter, nor provide a word of irter-

pretation or implication or explanation' (Letter in lakatib vol.2 p.249).

I do not wish to Geem to be delibecately obtnse in this ratter. I am well
aware that permission to offer private interpretations exiats aad that, to s:ime
exteat, there is encouragement to do so. Mevertheless, it is evident that fraedom
of interpretation is serioualy restricted by padsd¢es such as those Just quoted
and that, in practice, Baha'is prefer to follow the system of 'imitation’ (relid)
by referring contentious {or even minor) matters to Haifa or to Mands or Couns-
ellors. In my own experience, the existence of scriptural passages such as the
foregoing stressing atrict obedience to authorithtive interpretatiocs nprovides
a powerful weapon for those who wish to suppresn uncomfortable ideas. Fy deferd-
ing one's own views as 'the Naha'i teachinga' it is possible in practice to
put one's opponenta on the defensive and to render nugatory any support they
may have. :

Y It should, I think, be added in pansing that Keojan'a diagran (p-&1) offers
a reasonable paradigm for the development of intormal, largely theological
scholarship, but is of ‘1ittle value once non-believers are brought into the
situation. A Fuslim or Christian might have very different ideas ahout the ‘rev-
ealed' side of the system, an atheist misgivings sbout the provision of fnatural
laws' by the same 'Absolute Truth' responsible for ‘revaaled religion’. To in-
sist on such a repregentation of the relations between faitk and reason In such
a context can only lead, I think, to further confusion,

fo return to the text of Foojan's resporse, I aw not sure that I have under-
stéod his reference to the 'contradiction' which, he clairms, 'spans almost the
entire length of (my) paper' (p.57). He seems to be saying that there is a contra-
diction between my view, on the one hand, that Behs"i anti-intellectualism and

- dogmatism are due to the sectarian character of Baha‘isn, and my pessinisn, on

the other hand, with respect to future Baha'i dogratism and authoritarianisa,
I take it that Hoojan sees a contradiction here because, as he maintains on psge

" '5g, Baha'ism is ‘very clearly in the process of evolving towards being a church’

and because, as he argues, such an evolution involwes a *corresponding liberal-
ization of many aspects of authoritative control and a decrease in anti-intell-

ectualisz' (p.58). :




{

N¥ow, loojan may be rignht either in saying that I am wrong in defining

* Baha'ism as a 'seet' or in arguing that my pessimism about future develop-

nments is misplaced, or, indeed, he may he right in both coses; but this is
not logically the same thing as demonstrating the existence of a contradiction
between my two asseriions. There are several reasons for this. First of all,

I may be correct in thirking that Baha'ism may very well continue in most
places to remain closer to a sect-type than a church- type organization, al-
though I am very aware of changes in structure and so forth that are bringing
it closer to the latter end of the spectrum. I shall return to this question

-in a moment. Secondly, I have nowhere suggested that Baha'ism will remain

dogmatic, suthoritarian, and so on because it will retain sect-type character-
istics. It may be true that the larger a religious movement grows, the more
liberal it becomes, but that is not axiomatic (any more than the notion that
a small-scale group must be dogmatic etc.). The Roman Catholic church remains
heavily dogmatic and authoritarian, all the more so because of the size and
complexity of its organizational structure., Islam is, in all respects, 3
uiversal religion, yet it has been and is essentially doctrinaire, author-
itarian, and, in contemporary terms, anti-intellectual.

When Yoojan talks about 'liberalization', what he is really referring to
are precisely those features of some churches which Baha'is most strongly
condern: toleration of secular ideas and practices, a readiness to compromise

. on points of doctrine, laxity in many areas of religious life, and so on. Raha'iem

is founded on a belief in a canon of authoritative scripture infallibly inter-
preted, in legislation handed down by God through His prophet or the tniversal
House of Justice, in a divinely-ordainsd administrative order, in a covenant A
desigred to preserve total unity and to exclude all deviant beliefs or practices,
in a_system destined to replace all existing secular and religious systems, and
8o forth, I really cannot see in any of this very much room for the kind of
literalizaticn normally associated with church-type religion. Yoojan, I fear,
would be the first to protest if the doctrinal purity he is so eager to pre-
serve fror *distortions’ were to seem in danger from liberalizing, compromising
tendencies, especially if this seemed to threaten the covenant he feels com-
relled to defend so strenuously.

Yoojan's thinkirg about such concepts as 'eect' and ‘church' (on which I
do not personally insist, aware as I am of their empirical limitations) seems
to be both confused and dictated less by observation of real developments than by
his ideal image of 5aha'ism, Thus, for example, he describes certain develop-
ments that fdemonstrate a move of the community away from a sect-like attitude
and towards exhibiting the attitudes of a church' (p.57) and then goes on to say
that 'even some of the recent decisions of the British Kational Spiritual Ass-
embly have scme elements of this move in them' (ibid). There may be a certain
truth in this, but there are evident dsngers in arguing sbout empirical develop-
ments on the basis of abstract decisions, This tendency to argue from the jdeal
towards i{s even more evident in }oojan's quite extraordinary statement that
Baha'isn i{s 'very clearly in the process of evolving towards being a church even
in areas where there are not many Faha'is' (p.§g; my emphases). This reminds me

of a quite recarxable statement issued in 1961 by the British Baha'i Public
Information Committee: 'Lon't play the "numbers game" with Assemblies in this
country. Try and avoid stating actual numbers in communities unless asked out-
right. Xon-3aha'is would probably not believe the fewness of our numbers in
view of the status the Faith has obtained as one of the eight major (non-Christ-
ian) religions in the U.K.':{Paha'i Vonthly lews Service 2:7, February, 1981).
The committee 'has got it wrong, of course: non-Baha'is would not believe the
atatus of the Baha'i faith as one of the eight major religions in the U.%. if
they knew of the fewness of its numbers. So long as potty thinking like this
doninates the Zaha'i self-image, it will be useless to attempt to generate
meaningful discussion about sociological developments in the movement.

The tension beiween ‘authenticity'-and ‘'actuslity' in Noojan's present-

. ation is particularly marked in his discussion on page 60 of my own views on

this topic, After guoting -- in the first instance inaccurately -- two of my

. stalezents concerning the gulf between what the Babi and Bahs'i scriptures

actually teach and wiat Baha'is think they do or are told they do, ¥oojan dis-

- misses these as 'assertions,.. which have litile suhstance to them'. Ke then

. "'.l.‘__
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proceeds to argue that a krowledge of Snoghi Efifendi's writings enadles weatern
Baha'is to judge their faith for themselves, ‘with no fear of any rajor hidden
surprises’,

In a sense, this is perfectly true, since ¥aka'is, like the membors of otrer
religions, *make' their own living tradition and enfage in hermeénentical activ-
ity. But this is, nevertheless, a diaingenuoua response to my criticirm, igmsc-
ing as it does the role ard significance of seériptural texis in ¥aha'i conscious-
ness and praxis. Eaha'ism is first and foremoat @ 'religion of the book', and it
is such in special ways. %hereas the hadith cdnom in Islam emerged out of the
discugsions and theories of the first two renturiies, ecreating a large body of
unauthentic material alongside the Qurtan, Baha'ism has always stressed the
priority of the word of God in absolutely authentic texts madiated and inter-
preted only by the writings of “ibd al-Faha' and Shoghi Effendi.

It is axiomatic that, within such a system, scriptural texts will play a
disproportionately important part in shaping snd directing the development of the
community. This is already obvious in the use of quotations in the writings of
Shoghi Bffendi and, more particularly, in replies to questidns from the Universal’
House of Justice, or in the compilations of seripture produced under the aepis of
the latter body. As in Islam, the sacred text {8 used as a source of authocity
for the establishment of the norm, of what is sumna and what is not. It is a
widely-recognized fact within the Baha'i community that there are mony lawxs and
teachings presently unkrown which will, in due course, be made available and
implemented in the ¥est, and there is every reason to believe that, as tire
passes, Baha'i communities will be required to conform more and more to the
requirements of scripture. Historically, this has alrcedy taken place to a large
extent. There is a significant difference between the errly developnent of Sufini
Islam, with its notions of ijtihad and ijm:lc. ard that of haha'ism, with its
wholly prescriptive approach to law and doctrine. It is arpuable that rany
early western Baha'is would be distressed by & great many coniemporary viexs and
practices, ard there is every reason to helieve that many Baha'is alive tcday
would find future developments disturbing. Thim is, in fact, not mere speculation
or asaertion on my part: I have seen it proved im practice many times, when
western Baha'is have reacted with considerable agitation when introduced to a
law or doctrine or historical fact previously Wiknown to them, particular when
the item of information in question contradicts what they have always heen led
to believe to be the truth. ¥oojan may regzard it as something of a diriy trick
to reveal such things to the innocent masses; I am inclined to think that the
dirty trick lies in concealing them from in the first place, in winning converts
under false pretences. .

Obviously, there is no space here for me to provide in detail the kind of
examples necessary to prove just how much subslamnce there is to my ‘assertions'.
But I would have thought the point was obvious to anyone who, like }oojan, is
well-versed in both original Babi and Kaha'i texts and in the published raterials
available in Enpglish. Of course western .Baha'is can rerd the writings of Shoghi
Effendi in English *without any need for translation and hence any supposed
bowdlerization and expurgatiog'. Put the same does not hold true of ‘the writings
of the Bab, Baha' Allah, and "Abd al-Baha', nor does it apply to the fairly
extensive Persian correspondence of Shoghi Effendi. The vest majority of western
Baha'is have to rely on translations, and thege are frequenily bowdlerized and
expurgated,

Surely it is no coincidence that the laws and teachings of the Eab ard Eaha'
Allah that have never been made available in tramslation are precisely those
which a reasorable person might suppose likely 0 disturb the majority of western
converts. Why have sore of the laws of the And*s been mades availahle and rot
others; why does the Synonsis and Codification skirt very carefully and precisely
round those laws most likely to cause upset or offense; why has the texi of the
*30st Holy Book' not been made available to telievers in its entirety, even in
Iran (for some time)? Surely Joojan himself cannot be unawara of hcw very care-
fully the texts in Seélections from the Writin#3 of the Bab were chosen, nor
would it take a great intellect to guess just why certain passages of certain
works were omitted. To anyone who knows the writings of the Bab in the origiral,
the book is seriously unrepresentative in terms of siyle anl content, both of

a Which have bean chosen to make the material accepiable in a Baha'i ccnlext.
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c I do not wish to exapgerate this point. To a large extent, the way in which
Abd al-Kaha', Shopghi uffendi, and the contemporary Baha'i leadership have pre-

~ sented their faith has been dictated by a need to concentrate on its most att-
ractive features, to find an image consonant with the mood and needs of the
public. Ve are, after all, in a religious 'market situation', a3 Berger and
others have poirted out. I have no desire to impute hose motives to any of
these people, merely to suggest that, in their eagerness to win converts, they
have allowed themselves to compromine a little with the truth. l!gvertheleas.

I do find it disturbing, for example, that both Haha* Allah and "Abd al-Baha®

* took pains to stress the radical differences between Babism and Baha'ism, but
that Shoghi Effendi not only played this down, but even suggestecd the opposite
in his writings; and I certainly feel concerned when Foojan, in the introductien
to his Fabi and Faha'i Religions, deliberately and knowingly attributes to the
Bab tesachings ha never expounded in an attempt to conflate the iwo movements
for obviously apologetic purposes. I also find it worrying that sweeping state-
ments are made in Baha'i literature about, let us say, the principle of equal
rights for men and women, when Baha'i law does not, in fact, offer such equality
at all,

There are 'major hidden surprises' for uninformed converts, and there is no
reason to suppose that, as time goes on, they will not be sprung in varjous ways.
I may be overstepping the mark when I suggest that such revelations will lead
to mass withdrawal -- that has not happened with Yormons, Jehovah's Witnesses,
Joonies, or whatever -- but I think it would be reascnable to sugrest that it
will cause probdlems for the Baha'i movement, Baha'is may, in the end, be able
to overcome these problems, but I cannot believe they will do so by an ostrich-
like refusal io recognize their existence or by specious atitempts to side-step
them by trotting out uniragirative phrases of loyalty and obedience. Such methods
have never worked in previous religious communities, and I see no reason why they
should work in Baha'ism. As the saying goes, you can fool some of the people some
of the tine.... ) :

Let us turn from this to the queation of review, raised by Yoojan on his
second page, where he argues that the appearance of my article in this Bulletin
is an effective negation of my criticism of the reviewing vprocess. I wonder if

vkoojan is really as naive as he seems. Although the Pulletin has been approved
by the British National Assembly and has been tolerated for three issues, there
can never be a guarantee that this approval will continue no matter what appears
in these pages. Something like this hapjened to the now-defunct Los Angeles News-
letter, tolerated then suppressed by the US National Assembly. If pressure
should be applied from other quarters, the life of this Bulletin could be very
short indeed, Would the Baha'j authorities be quite so tolerant if it had a
circulation in hundreds or thousands, instead of a couple of dozen? It is quite
intolerable to me that a scholarly effort of this kind, whatever its initjal
shortconings, should be subject to this sort of threat at all. What was most
disturbing about the Los Angeles fiasco was the signal failure of the would-

. have-been radical elite of the U.S. Baha'i community to resist in any very
serious way the edict of the liational Assembly -- a potent indication of just
how powerful a deterrent the reviewing process can be to independent discussion.

- Of course, I sympathize with' those who were involved: it would have taken con-
siderable moral courage to resist the pressures brought to bear on them. After

- all, a persistent refusasl to toe the line could easily have resulted in their
excormunication, something which would have run counter to their aims. And that
is the crux of the matter: the Baha'i authorities can seem very tolerant when
they wish to do so, but they do hold the major sanction of excommunication or
even simple removal of the right to vote or hold office. S

Yoojan also mentions in this context Avara's history. Perhaps my phrase

'dropped like a hot brick’' was too forceful ('put dowvn like a very warm brick’
might, perhaps, have been betier); nevertheless, my bssic argument remains.
Stioghi Effendi had originally described the book as 'beyond any doubt the most
grapnic, the most reliable and comprehensive of its kind in Baha'i literature’,
If this was correct (and I presuze that lioojan feels compelled to concur), I

. have to ask why the book has for a very long time been almost unobtainable (the -
fact that Moojan mentions it in his bibliography is hardly earth-shaking). What

. and movements, and I cannot see any useful objection to its use for both the
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I anm irying to say is that even indirect suppressicn of this Kind doos have 2
harmful effect on the normal development of scholarship. Taus, to use 3
exarple, modern accounts of the developrment of ¥2ha'isz under Shoghi E
(e.g. The Friceless Fearl) make virtually no refercnces io Yason 2 , in spite

of the highly important role he played during Yeat period. The technigue ia cne
well known in Soviet Russia. How can serious historiography procred shen extrens
biases of this kind are introduced into publivhad material.

AS regards the question of Johrab's hook and Shoghi Effendi's perciassion for
it to be advertised, I have to ask why, in spite of this, the hook did rot ccn-
tinue to be published. It was cbviously *safe' reading (thouzh admittedly quite
boring ~- not that that would have deterrcd Bha'is), since it had *already been
reviewed and corrected’, What is slightly more disturbing, howsver, is the final
sentence in the letter to which Yoojan refers: *In view of the above quotlaticn
the Universal House of Justice states that it would be permissible for ycu to
quote from «C4bdu’1-Baha in Egyptn (p.83). '™hat anyone should require permissien
before quoting from anything, and that that permission should be conditional on
the availability of quotations from Suoghi Effendi, is anholly outrageous, Ices
Yoojan really imagine that gennine and honeat scholarship iB furthersd by aulhor-
itarianiam of this kind? Far from this letter *refuting®' my ‘*aagertifoas', it
geems to me o back them up more than a little.

The essentially authoritarian nature of ¥oojsn's thinking and his exirere
readiness to accept the authoritarianisa of the PBaha'i system is, I thirk, ref-
lected in yet another significant misrepresentation of my position on psze 63.

He writes, 'from his (i.e. my) statement that he would like to live in a eystem
where he is free to abandon any rules with which he does not agzce (p.65), ore
wonders whether he is advocating anarchy'. Her®, as before, I am interested in
the way Koojan has chosen to read my text, in how he proceeds to comrent on his
own presentation of it. What I actually wrote was: *(these questions) can orly
hope to be solved where men are free to change and direct their lives as they ;

uner
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"themselves see fit, to make their owa laws and rule themselves through treir om

institutions, to question and, if need be, ahardcon any rules and dcgas and
aystems under which they do not wish to live'. X fail to see how }Vcojan inter-
preted this as he did, to mean that I mean the abardonment of rules by individ-
uals on the basis of perscnal disagreement. It is wilful of l'oojan to fail ‘o
mention my references to 'men' as a collectivi®y, to the making of *laws® ard
rule through 'institutions’, and to 'dogias® ond 'systems*®, all of which make ;
it abundantly clear that what I am talxing about is nol personal authoritsrianisn
but collective social change and organization through corsensus -- something not
far removed from the traditional British parliamentary systen. Thal loojlan seens
incapable of seeing anything between order on the one hand and anarchy on the
other, and that he can equate the democratic precess with the latter ia both
significant and disturbing. To the extent that Koojan is representative of
widely-held Haha'i attitudes, his views on this matter are far fron rea scuring
in the present context.

¥ay I finally refer to one or two small poimts that do not fit into a more
organized framework? I realize that the term 'Baha'isn’® may seen offensive to
some people, but I really see no reason why Y00j*n should feel it recessary to
use the abbreviation *sic' when quoting my use ef it. Baha'i literature con-
sistently uses the terms 'Judaism', *Hirduism’, “Buddhism’, and 'Zoroaairianism®

without any derogstory intention. In the world at large, '~ism® is 2 gerfectly

trines

neutral suffix which allows the formation of single-word terms for doctirin

t

Babi and Baha'i religions. This is not quite so minor a point as it may appear,
since I feel that, here again, the special pleading indulged in by so mary
Baha'is is in evidence.

In his footnote to page 65, Loojan argues that my objections to_:he terz
tnon-Baha'it are based on 'sn unwillingness to #ccord the Dana'i Faith recog-
nition on an equal basis with the other world religions®, To a large extent.h
koolan is correct in this. Tae easy assucption implied in the phrase 'the other
world religions' is not really very evident to azmyone but Baha'is or others who
have been given and have accapted a false impression of the size cr influence of
Baha'isn. T know of no reputable scholar in the field of religious siudies wro,




o~

krowing the true situation, wonld a‘ccor(i Baha'iam the status of a 'world rel-

* . igion', in the sense the term is applied to, let us say, Christianity or Islam,

Baha'isnm has no historical tradition to speak of, it is not and has never been
the religion of any sizeable comnunity, people or nation, there has never been

a Maha'i civilization, and there are fewer Baha'is in the world than, say, Mor-
mons or Jehovah's wWitnesses. The process of making Baha'ism into a ‘world faitht
by spreadin; it through consciously-planned campaigns is almost wholly arztificial
and is unlikely of itself to impress the better-informed, I do not wish to
suggest that one should deride Baha'ism for its lack of influence or size, simply
to say that one should recognize the reality of the situation and not go on
talking nonsense about it heing_ ‘one of the eight major religions in the U.K.!®

or whatever. It is one thing to accept Baha'ism as a 'world faith' in the minds
and hopes of Jaha'is -- that seems to me to be significant, since it influences
how they think and act about their religion -- but it is quite another to trans-
fer this metaphysical vtruth! onto the realm of empirical reality. From the
point of view of how things really stand, I will admit that it does seem absurd
to me that an insignificant minority such as the Baha'is s‘\ould create major
divigions like ‘Baha'i' and 'non-Raha'i',

t'ore to the point, however, is the following comment by Cantwell Smith in
the essay to which MNoojan seeks to refer me, in a footnote he may have overlooked:
*This term ("nor-Christian") is used advisably here, to designate the nineteenth-
-century attitude. As a matter of fact, I would suggest that there is hardly a more
fruitful way towards misunderstanding a Fuslim, a Hindu, or a Buddhist than that
of thinking of him as a “non-Christian®. By the use of such negative concepts it
is possible to miss altogether the positive quality of another's faith' (Eliade
and Kitagawa ed. The History of Religions p.33 f.n.5).

I.am sorry that Foojan does rnot thirk highly of my recent work on Babiam and
Baha'ism. Here, perhaps more than at any other point in his response, I fear he
reveals the true standards by which he wishes to judge scholarship in this field,
" Leaving aside all questions of whether they are any good at all, I would have
throught it was obvious that my later writing is academically an improvement on
earlier work. Objectively considered, the response of publishers, editors, fellow
academics and so on would indicate that this is true, Would Foojan seriously wish
to suggest that my World Order articles on 'Oriental Scholarship and the Paha'i
Faith' or *The Concept of the Kation in Islam' are in any sense superior to my
prasent writing? From my own point of view, they are embarrassments, seriously
marred by the extreme biases of religious commitment and academically quite worth-
less, It is clear that, for Joojan, the criterion of quality is how favourable
or unfavourable a writer shows himself to be towards Baha'ism and that, in the
end, all other considerations of accuracy, penetration, lucidity, lack of bias,
or whatever take second place -- or, perhaps, none -~ for him, I hope that he is
happy and fulfilled in this, if it is what he really wants. But I am personally
saddened and disappointed. There was anather Moojan NMomen once, who had ideals
and talked of academic values; I had hopes of him, just as he, perhaps, had
hoges of me. It is sad that we have disappointed one another so much, $Sad, but,
in the way of all things human and mutable, perhaps inevitable. .
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