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14 November 2008 
 
Re:  Ann Arbor News Letter to the Editor:  

“Obsession’ DVD is hate speech against Muslims” 
  

Whether or not Amir A. Kamoune is an American citizen, he should know better than to make the 
claim of “hate speech directed against me” when he is talking about a mass mailing of anything.  He 
tells us “I got a copy of the DVD ‘Obsession’ in the mail.” (From what I read – many millions of others 
did as well.) Some time ago, I watched the same film on Fox News and learned that the only hate 
speech shown in the film is from voices of radical Islam, targeted against him and me and the entire 
free world.  But his letter places him on the side of being a Muslim, clearly separating himself from the 
rest of us.  Why? 
 
Kamoune wrote: “Non-Muslims may defend the filmmakers”, I’d guess implying that Muslims 
wouldn’t – or couldn’t?  Many Muslims that I know, as friends, would strongly disagree with 
Kamoune’s viewpoint.  Aren’t we always told that we shouldn’t assume that all Muslims support the 
terrorists, the radical Islamists?  So why does Amir Kamoune take his unusual stand? 
 
Kamoune is telling us, quite clearly, that Muslims consider this film to 
be against them.  His words clearly tell his reader that he has placed 
himself on the side of these radical leaders and Imams who hate 
America and have plans to ‘take’ America for Islam. 
 
He places himself on the same side as those Muslims who are spouting 
hate speech against America from their pulpits. 
 
Any hate speech claim belongs to me and my fellow Americans. 
 
The hate speech is targeted against us!  and Kamoune tells us he isn’t 
one of us. 
 
He emphasizes this point by specifically, in his words, identifying the 
“hate speech directed against me.” 
 
“I have no doubt the film is a form of hate speech directed against 
me.”  Well, he is mistaken.  The only hate speech in the film was and 
is directed against America.  It is directed against me – and I am 
offended by this hate speech against my country. 
 
But by his own words, Kamoune clearly tells us that he isn’t on the 
side of America.  Is he telling his readers that he is one of those who 
has targeted America? 
 
We Americans would agree that the film shows us numerous examples 
of hate speech – all of which is directed against America and Western 
Civilization.  That hate is against me.  Yet Kamoune tries to tell us 
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that he considers the “hate speech directed against me” – “as a Muslim”.  Well, he is mistaken.  
 
Are we beginning to see where Kamoune comes from? 
 
In his second paragraph we read an interesting sentence: 
“Non-Muslims may defend the filmmakers…” So, is Kamoune telling us that Muslims wouldn’t defend 
the filmmakers?  Muslims that I know would disagree with him. 
 
I personally know many Muslims who would and do, in fact, defend the filmmakers – who at the same 
time realize the awkward position in which they find themselves. 
 
But Kamoune clearly writes that he and his fellow Muslims certainly wouldn’t defend the filmmakers. 
 
Why not?  It seems, I’d have to assume, apparent to Kamoune that he believes all Muslims don’t like 
this film.  Again, I know many Muslims who would disagree emphatically with Kamoune.  Many 
Muslims in America do not agree with the hate speech directed at America and Western Civilization – 
but Kamoune puts himself on the side of the hate speakers shown in this film - “Obsession”.  He 
implies quite clearly that he defends the hate speech makers – those hateful speakers shown in the film. 
 
Then he continues his explanation: “They (non-Muslims, Americans) may claim ‘Islam has been 
hijacked’ by radicals and this kind of film is necessary to increase awareness of this issue.”  Well, yes, 
that is what many good hearted Americans claim in order to defend Muslims living here in America 
who appear to be hard-working, friendly neighbors. 
 
But Kamoune treats them with little respect by his next words: “However, they don’t get to define hate 
speech directed against me”.  He makes it quite clear that this hate must be targeted at him – why? 
 
Then, to reinforce the ‘Me’ and ‘they’ (He obviously intended to make the distinction quite clear that 
he isn’t one of us) he adds this interesting statement: “However, they don’t get to define hate speech 
directed against me.”  Again, the hate speech shown in this film “Obsession” was directly at Americans 
and the free world and not to the viewer. 
 
“They” and “me” – We would have to be pretty stupid not to get his distinction.  He isn’t with us on 
this issue of a threat to America and the entire Western World – the threat of radical Islam.  He clearly 
identifies his position – with his strongly implied hatred for the West. 
 
“They (the film makers of the movie “Obsession”) don’t get to define hate speech” – He does! 
 
Then quickly he turns himself into a victim. “They don’t get to define hate speech directed against me.”  
He is sent by mail – a DVD on a subject that quite obviously he is sensitive about – a film that has 
already been seen by hundreds of millions of people.  (I’m pretty certain about that figure because we 
are told that – two years after Fox News showed this movie on television, according to Fox News, 
viewed by 25 million, another 28 million copies were sent to recipients all over the country.) 
 
“Me”!  and “they” – Kamoune here may have told us a lot more than he intended to tell us – with his 
distinctive differentiation.  “Me” – “As a Muslim I have no doubt that the film is a form of hate speech 
directed against me.”  Why would he do that?  Why would Kamoune put himself on the opposite side 
of America?  Me and they?  Why would he tell us, quite blatantly, that since he considers this hate 
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speech against him and since he alone gets to define hate speech the way he wants to define it – and he 
wants to tell us that he believes it was directed at him – in the very next sentence he makes another 
unusual claim.  He’s now the victim of this speech! And since now he has identified himself as the 
victim – he claims the right to define it!  “The perpetrators do not get to practice their right of free 
speech”!  Go back and look at his letter.  Does the reader understand what this writer has said?!  ‘They’ 
– I guess meaning us – in this writer’s opinion – ‘us’ being Americans.  Let’s read that again! 
 
His letter: “The perpetrators do not get to practice their right of free speech and then trample on my 
human right to be offended by it”  So “his right”? – Mr. Kamoune’s “right”? “His right to be offended 
by it”  If he is offended by it (the film I guess) then he is telling us that somehow he endorses what the 
recorded speakers have said – and he just wants to tell us that since we are highly offended by the hate 
speech recorded – he wants us to know that the hate speech targeted at Americans is OK with him – but 
at the same time – apparently he agrees with the ranting Imams who were preaching hate targeted at his 
hosts in America.  But he is offended because Americans and the filmmakers are exposing radical, 
hate-filled speakers displaying their hate toward America. 
 
He couldn’t have made it clearer. 
 
 
Then Kamoune gets into the ‘offended’ issue by throwing out an unusual illustration:  
“When a woman is raped, some jackass always says she encouraged it.” – We Americans might find 
this example of Mr. Kamoune kind of unusual.  From what I read, when a women is raped in an Islamic 
country – she must have 4 witnesses to defend herself – almost an impossibility.  Usually she is killed 
for ‘her’ crime of getting raped.  It’s called “honor killing”.  Often we read that her murder is 
preformed by her own father or a relative.  She’s raped – the perpetrator goes free – and she’s killed. 
 
 
Kamoune tells us he got a copy of the DVD “Obsession” in the mail – then “Because of it’s 
controversial nature, I forced myself to watch it from the beginning to end.”  How did he already know 
about it’s controversial reputation before he had ever seen it? 
 
Why would the word “Obsession” cause him to determine and use the words, “Because of it’s 
controversial nature”? 
 
Then he tells us “I forced myself to watch it” adding “from beginning to end”. 
 
He continues “As a Muslim (we already know that because he said so in his first paragraph) I have no 
doubt the film is a form of hate speech” adding for emphasis, I would assume, “directed against me”. 
 
I know about this movie “Obsession” from seeing it 2 or 3 times on Fox News television a few years 
ago (2006).  It was widely discussed by Fox News reporters and guests – so I’d have to assume that Mr. 
Kamoune knew all about “Obsession” at least for a couple of years.  Fox News invited a great deal of 
discussion about this production.  Millions of Americans have seen the movie.  But now, after all this 
time, Kamoune is telling us that he has “no doubt the film is a form of hate speech directed against 
me.”  No, the film included a great deal of hate speech – that is for sure – but all of the hate came from 
Imams speaking from Muslim mosques and other settings (such as the mall in Washington, D.C.) 
targeted at me – at all Americans – at our entire Western Civilization.  The hate certainly was not 
directed at Kamoune. If we assume that he is an American citizen or a Muslim living here with a green 
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card – he should be the first to know where the hate speech comes from – radical Islam.  But he doesn’t 
say that.  He tells us in the first paragraph of his letter to the editor – that “As a Muslim I have no doubt 
the film is a form of hate speech directed against me.” 
 
Isn’t it interesting?  Why would Kamoune write that “As a Muslim I have no doubt the film is a form of 
hate speech directed at me.”  He clearly has identified that, because he is a Muslim – I guess – the “hate 
speech is directed at me”.  How could he come to a conclusion like that?  Any why?  Unless, of course, 
he doesn’t consider himself part of us, or part of Western Civilization that is being targeted by radical 
Islam. 
 
I’ve just watched this movie again and found absolutely nothing spoken by the narrator that could be 
considered hate speech targeted at Americans – or targeted at any viewer of the program.  All the hate 
is targeted and directed at the viewer by the terrorist-supporting Imams and activists and from the 
children being indoctrinated in the Madrassahs.  
 
Mr. Kamoune then writes, “The rise of hate crimes against Muslims is a verifiable fact.”  Well, my 
research into that statement indicates, surprisingly, that hate crimes of this nature, on a national basis, 
are very low – almost non-existent.  Americans aren’t into hate crimes or unfair treatment of anyone.  
The same regarding the next sentence.  “Hate speech against Muslims has been prevalent since 9/11.” 
Again, the almost surprising things is that this behavior is almost non-existent.  As it should be. 
 
His closing, “This DVD is just the latest installment in the same old trend.”  Here again, just because he 
writes that doesn’t make it a fact.  The fact is that no American behaves in the manner that Mr. 
Kamoune claims.  Americans have welcomed people from every nation on earth.  We are the only 
country in the world where you can come here and call yourself an American.  I couldn’t go to Saudi 
Arabia and plan on calling myself a ‘Saudi’.   
 
The only problem is – we expect that everyone who comes here to live – will become an American 
citizen – a real American.  Americans are learning to have serious concern about that when we hear 
these radical Imams preaching hate against America! 
 
Americans should watch “Obsession” again and again to understand the very serious threat of radical 
Islam to America and to all of us who believe in liberty. 
 
Should we come to the conclusion that Amir A. Kamoune might know all about the speakers illustrated 
in “Obsession”?  I hope not and I pray that every American will pray for him. 
 
A careful reading of Kamoune’s letter might have told us a lot more about his position on the subject 
than he intended. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Donald E. Van Curler 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 


