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24 September 2011

S.A.Human Rights Commission
[bookmark: _GoBack]Private Bag X2700
Houghton
2041

e-mail: NVKwaza@sahrc.org.za


RE: COMPLAINT BY MOHAMED FAYZAL MAHAMED 
       YOUR REFERENCE   GP / 2011 / 0417

   The above mentioned complainant has taken his complaint to the press. It is the press that has made us aware of the  nature of the complaint.

   In his undated letter of complaint to you, the complainant has alleged that Yusuf Ali, a translator of the Holy Qur’aan has offered his personal interpretation of verse 4:34 of the Qur’aan. Furthermore, the complainant alleged that  in his interpretation Yusuf Ali  averred that women should  “be beaten up”.

   On the basis of his averment, the complainant sought the following relief:

(1) That Al Huda Publications  be interdicted/prevented from selling the translation of the Holy Qur’aan translated by Yusuf Ali
(2) That Al-Huda Publications should  block or cover up the relevant Qur’aanic verse against which he has lodged his complaint. 

   In this regard, we respectfully draw your attention to the following facts:

(a)   The passage which the complainant cited is not Yusuf Ali’s interpretation of the relevant Qur’aanic verse.  It is the exact  and correct translation of the Arabic Qur’aanic verse.  You will observe in the translation presented by the complainant the word lightly inserted in brackets next to the word beat. The word ‘beat’ is the correct translation of the Qur’aanic word which appears in the verse. The word ‘lightly’ in brackets is Yusuf Ali’s explanatory note.
    Annexure ‘A’ hereto, is  a copy of the relevant page from Yusuf Ali’s translation, on which appears verse 4:34. You will observe that the statement against which the complainant has complained is NOT Yusuf Ali’s interpretation. On the contrary, it is the translation of the Arabic text which we have covered up for religious reasons.
    Footnote No. 547 on annexure ‘A’ is the commentary of Yusuf Ali. In his commentary and interpretation of the verse complained against, Yusuf Ali clearly states:
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       “….and all authorities are unanimous in deprecating any sort of cruelty, even of the nagging kind…………if all fails, a family council is recommended in iv, 35 below.”

    The interpretation on this Qur’aanic verse proffered by Yusuf Ali  is a clear refutation of the complainant’s slanderous averment, viz.,  “Yusuf Ali advocates hatred that is based on gender and constitutes incitement to cause harm.”

    By  contending that the precise translation of the Arabic verse is Yusuf Ali’s interpretation, and by refraining to cite his interpretation  which appears in footnote  No. 547, the complainant is guilty of chicanery and gross dishonesty.
   The complainant has intentionally  misrepresented the translation to mislead you by conveying the impression that the statement is the translator’s interpretation when in reality it is the precise translation of the Arabic verse.

(b)   To further mislead and confuse you, the complainant then interprets the Qur’aanic verse as follows:  “Abdullah Yusuf Ali unambiguous interpretation of verse 4:34 proposes that in a domestic dispute women (wives) should, as a last resort, be beaten up in order to obey her 
husband.”  (Please note that we have reproduced his statement verbatim including the grammatical errors.)

    Neither does Yusuf Ali   translate the Qur’aanic statement  to mean “be beaten up”  nor will it be valid to translate the Qur’aanic term with the words “be beaten up”.  There is a vast difference between   beating lightly and  “be beaten up”.  While children too are beaten lightly (although this too is  unlawful in terms of South African law, but not according to the law of  the vast majority of countries, both Muslim and non-Muslim),  to “be beaten up” is unlawful in Islam. “To be beaten up” conveys the impression of  beating a person to a pulp.
    While the complainant makes reference to Yusuf Ali’s ‘unambiguous interpretation’, he conveniently does not  mention the interpretation which appears in footnote 547.  Please read the interpretation in footnote 547 and you will  conclude that the charge which complainant has alleged against Yusuf Ali is  scandalously false. 
    Yusuf Ali states with clarity in his interpretation regarding the ‘last resort’ : “if all fails, a family council is recommended.”

    The complainant has acquitted himself most dishonestly by injecting his personal interpretation of the English version proffered by Yusuf Ali. While Yusuf Ali translated correctly, ‘beat’, the complainant interprets this  to mean “to be beaten up” which does not appear in Yusuf Ali’s translation.

    Yusuf Ali explained  the word with the term ‘lightly’ because this is the exact exegis of the Qur’aanic order  of beating. 

(c)  This is not a matter which concerns only the bookshop called Al Huda Publications nor any other bookshop which may be selling the translation. It is the concern of the entire Nation of Islam of the whole world. Any interdict against the bookshop will be an interdict against the universal Islamic Nation. The Holy Qur’aan is the immutable Word of Allah Almighty. No one has the right to tamper with it.

     The complainant has asked for a Qur’aanic verse to be effectively banned or be expunged from the Qur’aanic Scripture. This is intolerable and unacceptable. The world’s Muslim community will never accept it nor will the Muslim community of South Africa accept  that 
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any verse of the Holy Qur’aan be expunged. If any such move is made, we can assure you of a massive upheaval in our community.

(d)  The Constitution of South Africa enshrines the principle of freedom of religion. An incumbent corollary of this principle is non-interference with the Holy Scriptures of the different religious communities living in this land.

(e)  In his letter of complaint, the complainant states:

          “It is important to note that I am not asking the SAHRC to censure or stop the 
            distribution of the Quran, the holy scripture of Muslims.” 

In fact, this is precisely what the complainant is asking you to enact. He has petitioned you to censure, block, cover up, that is expunge from the Holy Qur’aan, a revealed verse. He seeks to  achieve his pernicious objective  with his attempt to mislead you by deceiving you into believing that his complaint is directed against an interpretation of Yusuf Ali. But in reality, the statement which the complainant has  cited to you is the translation of the Arabic verse. It is NOT Yusuf Ali’s interpretation. Yusuf Ali’s interpretation appears in footnote 547.  He merely presented the correct translation. Thus, any attempt to censure or expunge any verse from the Holy Qur’aan will be regarded blasphemous by the world’s Muslim community, and this will undoubtedly have far reaching political consequences.

 (f)  It is unconstitutional to interfere or tamper with our Holy Scripture. While the law may not permit Qur’aanic law and  Islamic morality to operate fully, the law also does not allow tampering with the Holy Scriptures of religious communities. We therefore must emphasize that the complaint is not confined to the bookshop. Its effect if entertained will extend to all bookshops, and to  the entire Muslim community. We are religiously bound to vehemently oppose any attempt to  interfere with the Holy Qur’aan – an interference which the complainant desires be effected via your office.

   The government of Saudi Arabia has printed and distribute more than 5 million copies of Yusuf Ali’s translation.  Tens of thousands of copies have been distributed in South Africa. Will every copy be ‘recalled’ for blasphemous expungement and sacrilege of  the immutable Verse of the Holy Qur’aan?

(g)  It should be well noted that the complainant is no longer a Muslim. He is what is  Islamically termed, a MURTAD.  In other words, he is Islamically excommunicated for his  beliefs of kufr (heresy). He has an axe to grind against Islam and the Muslim community. While he bears a Muslim name, he is a MURTAD.

(h)  The complainant has in effect complained against the Qur’aan. However, he lacks the courage for proclaiming the true target of his complaint, hence he dishonestly made Yusuf Ali his target when in reality Yusuf Ali does not interpret the verse. He merely presented the translation. There are numerous  English translations of the Qur’aan available.  All of these translations have the word ‘beat’ to translate the Qur’aanic  Arabic term. So, it is not only Yusuf Ali’s translation  to which the complaint is directed. All Qur’aanic translations will have to be tampered with in order to commit the blasphemous act of expunging a revealed verse. 
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(i)  The complainant’s contention that the specific Qur’aanic verse “advocates hatred based on gender”, is baseless. However, instead of saying that the Qur’aan ‘advocates hatred’, the complainant  falsely attributes it to Yusuf Ali. Thus he avers:

      “The interpretation / proposal by Yusuf Ali that women be beaten up in a domestic dispute
         violates /  infringes the freedom of expression because Yusuf Ali advocates hatred that
         is based on gender and constitutes incitement to cause harm.”

     It is palpably erroneous and downright dishonest for the complainant to contend that Yusuf Ali has ventured an interpretation or proffered a proposal,  which  advocates that women be “beaten up”. See footnote 547 on Annexure ‘A’ for Yusuf Ali’s interpretation of the verse. Secondly the Qur’aan does not instruct that women be “beaten up” as the complainant falsely alleges. To understand the  Qur’aanic verse, it has to be read in conjunction with its exegis.

(j)  Besides the Holy Qur’aan, this verse with its exegical elaboration appears in hundreds of Islam’s theological books, and in the books of Hadith (Prophetic Traditions). All of these scholarly works dealing with eschatological and doctrinal issues will have to come under the scope of the ‘ban’ which the complainant is seeking.

(k)  The issue is of doctrinal import  and concerns the entire Nation of Islam. It is not a simple matter concerning a bookshop. The complainant has thoughtlessly sought to entangle the SAHRC in an extremely delicate matter pertaining to religious doctrine and beliefs which are sacred to the heart of the Muslim. We believe that the SAHRC should not become involved in doctrinal issues of our religion.

(l)   Besides the particular verse which the complainant has targeted, there are numerous verses in the Holy Qur’aan which could be misinterpreted and  construed to promote violence and hatred. In fact, such verses abound in the Christian bible and the Jewish scripture  as well.  The complainant is therefore implying that the SAHRC should open a door for expunging scriptural texts from the Holy Books of religious communities. If  a verse of the Holy Qur’aan 
is ordered for expungement, the very same rule will have to be extended to the  verses of other scriptures which promote ‘violence’ and ‘hatred’.

Please reflect on the following verses extracted from the Christian bible:

*   “And, he brought out the people that were in it, and cut them with saws, and with harrows of iron, and with axes…”  (Chronicles 20:3)  These acts of cruelty are attributed to David in the bible.

*       “And Gideon said, Therefore when  the Lord hath delivered Zebah and Zalmunna into mine hand, then I will tear your flesh with the thorns of the wilderness and with briers.”  (Judges 8:7)

*       “The Lord said, I will bring again from Bashan, I will bring my people again from the depths of the sea: That thy foot may be dipped in the blood of thine enemies, and the tongue of they dogs in the same.” (Psalms 68:21 -23)
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*      “If thy brother, the son of they mother, or thy son, or thy daughter, or the wife of thy bosom, or thy friend, which is as thine own soul, entice thee secretly saying, Let us go and serve other gods, which thou has not known, thou, nor thy fathers;” 
(Deuteronomy 13:6)

“Thou shall not consent unto him, nor harken unto him, neither shall thine eye pity him, neither shalt thou spare, neither shall thou conceal him. But thou shall surely kill him; thine hand shall be first upon him to put him to death, and afterwards the hands of all  the people.”            (Deuteronomy 13:8 – 9)

 “Thou shall surely smite the inhabitants of that city with the edge of the sword, destroying it utterly, and all that is therein, and the cattle thereof, with the edge of the sword.”  (Deuteronomy 13:15   
 
   This is the chastisement which the Christian Bible orders for those who disbelieve. In view of this instruction to kill, pillage and destroy  being in diametric conflict with  many of the Constitution’s  principles, will it be lawful to order expungement of these verses and numerous other verses from the Christian Bible?  Also reflect on the following command given in the Bible:

   “Now go and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have, and spare  them not; but slay both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and ass.” 
   (Samuel 15:2 – 3)
    This verse of the bible vehemently incites  and advocates hatred and killing of even suckling infants. Shall this verse be expunged from the bible on the basis of  its infringement of certain principles of the Constitution?

More biblical incitement  to hatred,  genocide and mass killing:

     “And he brought forth the people that were therein, and put them under saws, and under harrows of iron, and under the axes of iron, and made them pass through the brick-kiln, and thus did he unto all the cities of the children of Ammon. So David and all the people returned unto Jerusalem.”   (Samuel 12:31)

In the following verse the Christian Bible orders  mass raping of women and barbaric killing of infants:
     “Everyone that is found shall be thrust through; and every one that is joined unto them shall fall by the sword. Their children shall also be dashed to pieces before their eyes; their houses shall be spoiled, and their wives ravished.” (Isaiah 13:15 – 16)

Ordering the beating of servants, the Bible states:
   “And that servant, which knew his lord’s will, and prepared not himself, neither did according to his will, shall be beaten with many stripes.”  (Luke 12:47)

In the following verse the Christian Bible commands the worst kind of cannibalism – eating one’s own children:
    “And thou shalt eat the fruit of thine own body, the flesh of thy sons and of thy daughters, which the LORD thy God hath given thee, in the siege, and in the straitness, wherewith thine enemies shall distress thee.”  (Deutronomy 28:53)
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The Bible commands killing of children:
    “Happy shall be that taketh and dasheth thy little ones against the stones.” 
(Psalms 137:9)
     “How blessed will be the one who seizes and dashes your little ones against the rock.”  
(Psalms 137:9, New American Bible)
      “a blessing on anyone who seizes your babies and  shatters them against a rock.” 
(Pslams 137:9, Jerusalem Bible)

View the following hate-speech of the Bible:
   “If any man come to me, and hate not his father, and mother and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.”  
(Luke 14:26)   This is the command to hate which the Bible attributes to Jesus.

Now reflect on what the Bible says about women:
    “And the daughter of any priest, if she profane herself by playing the whore, she profaneth her father; she shall be burnt with fire,”  (Leviticus 21:9)
    “Unto the woman he said, I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth children; and thy desire shall be thy husband, and he shall rule over thee.”   (Genesis 3:16)
    “Samaria shall become desolate; for she hath rebelled against her God; they shall fall by the sword; their infants shall be dashed in pieces and their women with child shall be ripped up.”  (Hoseaq 13:16)
    “A shameless woman shall be counted as a dog;”   (Eecles 26:25)

   The aforementioned verses are not exhaustive. The Bible is replete with such hate-speech and commands which infringe many of the Constitution’s principles. Now, shall these verses be expunged from the Bible?

(m)  Expungement of the English translation of the verse will be an exercise in futility, for the complainant is illogically not asking for the same treatment to be meted out to the Arabic text which states the very same meaning conveyed by the translation. The logical implication of expunging the English translation is to extend the ban to the Arabic text as well. Muslims recite the Arabic  text  every day of their lives. Will the ban then be extended to the Arabic text as well? If not, why only is the complaint directed to the English text when there is absolutely no difference in the meaning of the verse whether it be the  English  version  or  the  Arabic  version.?

(n)  It is indeed most vile for the complainant to suggest that the Qur’aan advocates violence against women and hatred.  For  Muslims  the daily recitation of  the Holy Qur’aan is a ritual act of  prayer and worship. Muslims seek spiritual elevation from Qur’aanic recital. No one recites the Holy Qur’aan  to imbibe hatred and violence. We believe that the Qur’aan is the Word of Allah (God Almighty).  We are deeply hurt and grieved by the unwarranted attack which the MURTAD complainant has directed against the Qur’aan and the Muslim community. Any insult  levelled at the Qur’aan is  to insult the Muslim nation.   
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    We trust that the SAHRC will understand the gravity of this matter and dismiss the blasphemous complaint of  the complainant.


Thanking you.

Yours sincerely

[image: ]A.S. Desai


For

Mujlisul Ulama of S.A.
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