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1. The Marriage of Mut'ah
1.1

Introduction

Preface
The Shi'a of Maula 'Ali (as) are a people whose legacy of truth is so sharp and hard hitting that
many of our opposing 'ulama choose to steer clear from engaging in any type of lively
discussions with us. Their fear is so strong that these self declared advocates of the first three
khalifas do not have the courage to debate with us on issues of belief. Alhamdulillah in the
Indian Subcontinent when the handful of brave defenders have sought to engage in debates
with us on the topic of the first three khalifas, these Nasibi flee with their tails in between their
legs, with no means of escape. Too stubborn to acknowledge defeat, these followers of
Mu'awiyah have gone back to the drawing table and devised a brand new approach altogether,
where they attack the Shi'as on issues of fiqh.
Despite the fact that the four Sunni madhabs are bitterly divided amongst themselves on issues
of fiqh to the point that they cannot even agree on how Rasulullah (s) offered salat, these
noble warriors have not been undeterred, and have chosen to ignore their own differences and
set sights on the Shi'a. Mut'ah is an issue linked to fiqh, a topic which like many has created
many differences amongst the 'ulama. The only reason that these Nasibis (enemies of the Ahl
al-Bayt (as)) have chosen to clog their Web Sites and books with articles and books is to keep
the Shi'a 'ulama busy, so that they are provided with fewer opportunities to highlight the
transgressions of their khalifas. Many followers of Mu'awiyah have dedicated hours of their free
time on this topic, and we pray that this book shall answer all the propaganda and lies that are
perpetuated against us. Those great works that we have singled out for special attention are as
follows:
1.

The unlawfulness of Mut'ah by Maulana Mufti Muhammad Shafi

2.

The Shi'a practice of the forbidden temporary marriage, by Abu Sufyan

3.

Temporary Marriage by an unnamed Muslim Sister

4.

Temporary Marriage & Its Illegitimacy in Islam, by Aby Ruqayya

5.

Shiah Concept of Temporary Marriage, by Dr. Ahmad 'Abdullah Salamah

6.

'Muta (Temporary marriage Or Legalised Prostitution)' by Maulana Haq Nawaz
Jhangvi

7.

'The Difference between the Shee'ah and the Muslims who follow the Sunnah' by
Muhammad Ismaee

8.
9.

Excerpts from "Al-Halal wal-Haram fil Islam" by Yusuf al-Qaradawi
Did Hazrat Umar abrogate Muta'? taken from 'Islamic Voice Monthly [Vol 13-11
No:155] November 1999.
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10.

'Fatwa' by Darul-Iftah Jamia Ashrafia

11.

Mut`ah by Understanding-Islam.com

12.

'Aboobakr's daughter made Temporary Marriage?'

13.

Taufa Ithna Ashari by Al Muhaddith Shah Abdul Aziz Dehlavi

14.

Khutbah Jheel by Maulana Azam Tariq

15.

Hurmut Mu'tah, by Muhammad'Ali Junbur

16.

Hurmut Mu'tah by Husayn Surwandhi

17.

Tahqeeq Mu'tah by Mufti Bashir Ahmed Sayrpuri

18.

Muta ya Zina? By Allamaa Ahmad Wasaya

Note: All the above articles are backed-up and are available to download in ZIP format. Please
click on the link above titled "Original articles against Mut'ah".
These great writers told numerous lies and sought to throw as much filth as they could get in
their hands, and abandoned all principles of honesty and intellectual rigour whilst seeking to
achieve their objective. We felt that it was essential that we answered these 'defenders of
decency' back, in the manner that they deserve. We have raised our pens and now ask for
justice before our readers, by citing evidences from the Qur'an, hadith, testimonies of the
Sahaba and the Salaf 'ulama to support our arguments.
May Allah (swt) accept our intention, and bless Prophet Muhammad and his purified family.
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2. What is Mut'ah?
Mut'ah is a type of marriage, used in the same way as a permanent marriage (Nikah) in order
to make a man and woman physically halaal to each other. A Mut'ah is a temporary marriage
that ends at a fixed period. Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Waheed ad-Deen az-Zaman, in his
footnotes of Sunan ibn Majah, defined Mut'ah as follows:
Mut'ah is a type of Nikah until an agreed time. It can be for a day, two days, a
month, one year, three years etc.

Waheed ad-Deen az-Zaman. Sunan Ibn Majah. Volume 2, p. 76

Nawawai in his commentary of Sahih Muslim, defined Mut'ah as follows:
Nikah Mut'ah is marriage for a fixed time on Mehr agreed with the woman, when
the time expires the marriage comes to an end.

Nawawai. Sharh Sahih Muslim. Volume 4, p. 13

The Sunni scholar Allamah 'Abd Ar-Rahman al-Jazzari in his Al-fiqh 'Ala Al-Madhahib al-Arba'
said:
The reality of Nikah Mut'ah is that, in the marriage recital performed with a woman,
words are added which stipulate that the marriage is for a fixed time. For example a
man shall say 'she shall remain as my wife for a month, or I shall have Nikah Mut'ah
with you for a year." The parties themselves act as witnesses. It can occur in the
presence of a Wali or witnesses, or without them.

Al-Jazari. Al-fiqh 'Ala Al-Madhahib al-Arba' (Lahore Edition) Volume 4, page 167

The Sunni and Shi'a have no disagreement as to its original permissibility, though in recent
years a number of Wahabis have claimed that Mut'ah was never permissible at all (contradicting
the mainstream Sunni attitude). Sunnis believe that, in spite of its original permissibility in
Islamic law, it was later abrogated, whereas the Shi'a reject this view. According to the
teachings of the Imams (as) who came after the Prophet (s), Mut'ah was never abrogated and
continues to be halaal until the Day of Judgement. The Prophet (s) neither deemed it haram,
nor put an end to it, nor did Allah (swt) send a verse abrogating it. Rather, Mut'ah was declared
impermissible by 'Umar ibn al-Khattab, in direct contradiction to the command of Allah (swt)
and His Prophet (s).

2.1

How is Mut'ah Contracted?

The contracting of Mut'ah is just like that of Nikah, both require specific words to make the
contract halaal - both types of marriage have Dower. The difference between Mut'ah and
standard Nikah is that there is no specified time scale, whilst a time scale is necessary with
Mut'ah. Mut'ah has many Shari'ah rules / regulations if one wishes to learn further they should
consult Shi'a books of fiqh.

2.2

Which type of women can you contract Mut'ah with?

Similar rules that apply for Nikah apply for Mut'ah - if certain types of women are haram for a
man to contract Nikah then the same rule applies with Mut'ah. A man cannot contract Mut'ah
with a married women, as is the case with a normal Other rules along this line are stipulated in
our books of fiqh, which will be discussed in the appendix.
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2.3

Iddah (Waiting Period) in Mut'ah

Iddah is obligatory upon women in Mut'ah, just like in Nikah i.e.
1.

A woman cannot enter into Mut'ah marriage, till the time she has become pure by
observing the 'iddah (waiting period) from her earlier husband.

2.

And after expiration of Mut'ah marriage, again she has to observe 'iddah, before getting
married (either Nikah or Mut'ah) to any other person.

2.4

What is the position of children born from Mut'ah?

There is no difference between the children of Nikah or Mut'ah. Both are considered legitimate
under the Shari'ah - they inherit from their parents, and all Islamic laws apply with regards to
paternity.

2.5

Do all principles that apply on women in Nikah also apply in
Mut'ah?

Yes the same principle/rights apply - two people cannot contract Mut'ah with the same woman
at one given time, and so forth. We will discuss this further in our appendix.
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3. Qur'anic Evidences for the Legitimacy of Mut'ah
The first set of evidences for the permissibility of Mut'ah lie in the Holy Qur'an itself. It is
commonplace that, when arguing with the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as), any and all Sunni
narrations that support the stance of the Prophet (s) and his family are dismissed as being
"weak" (da'eef), even when the book is found in one of the allegedly sahih collections (such as
that of Bukhari or Muslim). No reason is ever given for why the hadeeth is weak; rather, the
claim serves as a failsafe when the Ahl al-Bayt (as)'s enemies are backed into a corner by their
own hadeeth literature. As such, we will first deal with the text of the Holy Qur'an itself, and
discover how the Qur'an legitimises Mut'ah, and how the vast majority of Sunni scholars have
accepted this.

3.1

The Verse of Mut'ah (4:24)

The most important verse of the Holy Qur'an which establishes the legitimacy of Mut'ah is verse
24 of Surat an-Nisa, known to all hadeeth commentators (Sunni and Shi'a) as "the verse of
Mut'ah." This verse provides a clear and unshakeable permission for the practice of temporary
marriage. In the same way that Islam has established principles to protect human beings, via
rules and regulations, it has at the same time provided for legitimate means by which man can
enjoy himself, and Mut'ah is one of these ways. The Shari'ah prohibits fornication, but at the
same time allows the practise of Mut'ah. If anyone is unaware of this blessing from Allah (swt),
then let us set out the evidences from the Holy Qur'an:
[Forbidden to you] are married woman, except what your right hand possesses. This
Allah has written for you, and all other women besides these are permitted to you,
so that you may seek them out with your wealth, seeking chastity and not
fornication. So when you have contracted temporary marriage [istimt'atum] with
them, then give them their words. There is no sin on you for whatever you agree to
after this. Indeed, Allah is Knowing, Wise.

Al-Qur'an, Surah An-Nisa, Ayah 24

Allah (swt) has used the word istimta'tum, which is the verbal form of the word Mut'ah. While
the word has many other numerous meanings (as will be discussed below), we see that in the
same way that the terms Zakat, Saum, and hajj carry a specific Islamic definition, so does the
word istimta'. The specific, Islamic meaning which the word refers to is the performance of a
temporary marriage, and nobody has denied this.
Nonetheless, the Wahabi Dr Salamah has published a critique of the Islamic belief that this
verse deals with Mut'ah. This article has been trumpeted as being one of the best critiques of
the Shi'a belief in Mut'ah, though what it only demonstrates is the author's utter disbelief in the
Islamic revelation. The article revolves around a crass critique of Mut'ah, arguing that it is a
form of fornication which violates Islamic norms of chastity. Rather than reading like the
reasoned work of an Islamic scholar, it reads more like the tired moralism of Orientalists who
attack Islam for having a positive attitude towards sexuality. The question of whether or not
Mut'ah constitutes any type of moral outrage, or whether or not it will lead to the sexual
corruption of society, will be dealt with in a later chapter. Here, however, we will deal with his
argument that Mut'ah is a type of fornication (zina).
To claim that Mut'ah is fornication is to claim that it is a haram sexual act. This is all the word
fornication means: sexual relations that are not permitted by Allah (swt), the Lawgiver. If Allah
(swt) permits a type of sexual practice, then it by definition ceases to be fornication. If one
accepts that Allah (swt) has permitted a certain type of sexual practice, and yet continues to
argue that such a practice is immoral and evil, then such a person has ascribed a direct insult
against his Creator, Allah (swt). Before anybody can begin to say that Mut'ah is evil or an act of
impiety, one must first ask if Allah (swt) has forbidden it. To do otherwise would be to merely
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be following one's whims and desires and introducing an impermissible innovation (bid'a) into
Islamic law.
The Wahabi author Dr. Salamah makes a critique of the above quoted verses where the verbal
form of the word Mut'ah is used, in which he makes several key errors:
Dr. Salamah states:
Two terms in the verse under discussion are used
by Shi'ah commentators to allow Mut'ah. The first
word is "ujur" (pi. of ajr), which means
"compensation"; the second is "istamta'tum"
which can be translated as "what you have
enjoyed." So the end of the verse could be
translated: "But give them their compensation for
what you have enjoyed of them [in keeping with
your promise]." Shi'ah commentators claim that
"ajr" refers to the price of Mut'ah agreed upon by
the two parties. On the contrary, Sunnis state
that it refers to the mahr (bridal money given by
the husband to the wife). Similarly, Shi'as explain
the term "istamta'tum" as the physical act of
consummation.
www.islamicweb.com

The author is clearly ignorant of Shi'ism and the Shi'ite Tafsir. He writes that the word ujur,
which the author translates as "compensation," is understood as the "price" which a man pays
to a temporary wife. He then argues that Sunnis say it refers to the mahr, the dowry. It is
difficult to see what the author is intending to say here: in fact, there is absolutely no
disagreement between Sunnis and Shi'as on this issue. The "compensation" paid by a husband
to his temporary wife is the mahr for the temporary marriage. It is absolutely no different than
the "compensation" paid by a husband to his permanent wife. The word is general and covers
the dowry of a permanent or temporary wife. It would seem that the author is attempting to
imply that the Shi'as are reading something into the verse that is not there; however, what
exactly we are reading into it that Sunnis say is not there remains unknown. In refuting Dr.
Salamah's argument, we are burdened by the fact that he is a very bad writer, with a bad grasp
of both English and Arabic, and so it is often difficult to understand what he is talking about. In
any case, it seems that he means to imply that Shi'as say that this ayat does not refer to a
mahr but refers to something different, and that this somehow proves that the ayat is about
Mut'ah, and not about permanent marriage.
If this is what Dr. Salamah means (and his poor grasp of English and bad writing style makes it
hard to tell), then the author is entirely wrong: not only is the dowry of Mut'ah also referred to
as a mahr, but the tendency amongst many 'ulama has been to refer more to the dowry of
Mut'ah with the word mahr and to refer to the dowry of a Nikah with the word sidaq. The
common fatwa about how to recite the seegah (marriage vows) of a temporary marriage uses
the word mahr: "Zawajtuka nafsi fi al-mida al-ma'lumah wa 'ala al-mahr al-ma'lum," I marry
myself to you in the known time limit and on the known dowry (using the word mahr), whereas
the seegah for a permanent marriage is commonly ruled to be "Zawajtuka nafsi 'ala al-sidaq alma'lum," I marry myself to you on the known dowry (this time using the word sidaq to refer to
the mahr).

Cf. Ayatullah Kho'i, Al-Masa'il al-Muntakhibah, p. 327

What we see from this is that Shi'as have never denied the obligation of mahr in Mut'ah; and in
fact, the use of the word mahr is more emphasised with Mut'ah than with Nikah. In any case, it
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is difficult to see what was the point of the Wahabi author's argument about the word ajr.
There is no disagreement between Sunnis and Shi'as about this ayat referring to the marriage
dowry; the difference between Shi'as and some contemporary Wahabis is whether or not this
verse refers to permanent marriage, or temporary marriage.
The author then moves on to the part where he demonstrates not only his contempt for the
Holy Qur'an, but also his contempt for the great commentators of Qur'an amongst the Sunni
'ulama. He says that we explain the term "istimta'tum" as meaning the physical act of
consummation. He writes:
Dr. Salamah states:
Similarly, Shi'as explain the term "istamta'tum" as
the physical act of consummation. However, this
is contradicted by the following Qur'anic verses:
"There is no blame upon you if you have divorced
women whom you have not touched [i.e., the
marriage has not been consummated] or
specified for them a mahr. But give them [a gift
of] compensation [matti'uhunna]. The wealthy
has his capability and the poor has his capability a provision [mata'an] according to what is
acceptable, an obligation upon the righteous."15

It is difficult to tell, but it seems that Dr. Salamah has got something reversed here: the Shi'a
argue that it refers to Mut'ah, temporary marriage, and not the physical act of consummation.
Those Wahabis who attempt to deny Mut'ah are the ones saying it refers to the act of
consummation, in their attempt to deny the verse's indication (dalalat) upon the permissibility
of temporary marriage. An example of some Wahabi writings on this issue comes from the pen
of Wahabi Abu Ruqqaya in 'The Illegitimacy of Temporary Marriage in Islam':
Abu Ruqqaya states:
Allah Most High says: "So whatever you enjoy
from them, give them their recompense, this is
an obligation." [4:24]. This is the verse relied on
by those who support temporary marriage. They
rely on it either in ignorance or in order to fool
others, giving a superficial meaning to the verse
without referring to the interpretation of it, and
without availing the correct interpretation to the
general public. The following is the interpretation
of it: Imam Qurtuby says in his commentary on
this verse, the payment in the context is the
dowry, it has been called recompense because it
is a fee for the enjoyment. This is a support for
dowry being a recompense. Alhasan, Mujahid,
and others said: The meaning relates to what you
have 'enjoyed' through your union with women in
proper marriage, so "give them their
recompense" that is, their dowries. Ibn Khuwayz
Mindad said: There is no support and it is not
permissible to use the verse as a permission for
temporary marriage as the Messenger of Allah
(swt) has warned against and has forbidden
temporary marriage as Allah Most High said: "So
marry them with the permission of their families."
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It is natural for the marriage to take place with
the permission of the parents, this is a proper
marriage which has a trustee and two witnesses,
temporary marriage is not like that. 'A'isha said:
"It has been forbidden in the Qur'an in the words
of the Most High: "And those who preserve their
private parts except with their spouses or what
their right hands posses, then they would have
no blame." [23:5]. Temporary marriage is not
regarded as a proper marriage, and the spouse
does not fall into the category of what the right
hand possesses.
www.islam.org.au

Here, we see several Sunni authors being quoted by Abu Ruqayya as saying that the verse has
absolutely nothing to do with marriage, rather that it has to do with sexual act itself, viz.:
Abu Ruqqaya states:
Alhasan, Mujahid, and others said: The meaning
relates to what you have 'enjoyed' through your
union with women in proper marriage, so "give
them their recompense" that is, their dowries.

The same argument has also been put forward by former Head of Sipah-e-Sahaba in his
wonderfully titled 'Muta (Temporary marriage Or Legalised Prostitution)':
Jhangvi states:
THE CORRECT POSITION IS THAT THE SAID
VERSE HAS COME TO SPECIFY THE AJR OR
RECOMPENSE WHICH BECOMES PAYABLE IN
FULL WHEN THE WIFE IN A REGULAR MARRIAGE
IS GONE IN. "BUT GIVE THEM THEIR
RECOMPENSE I.E. DOWER FOR WHAT YOU HAVE
ENJOYED OF THEM" ARE THE ACTUAL WORDS
AND BY ENOYMENT IS MENT THE SEXUAL
INTERCORSE AFTER MARRIAGE THAT MAKES
THE RECOMPENSE OR DOWER PAYABLE IN FULL
WHILE ONLY THE HALF OF IT IS TO BE PAID, IF
THE MARRIAGE IS DISSOLVED BEFORE SUCH
INTERCOURSE. THE PURPOSE OF THIS VERSE
IN THEREFORE, TO CLARIFY THE OBLIGATION
OF THE HUSBAND IN CASE THE MARRIAGE IS
EONSUMATED BY SEXUAL INTERCOURSE.

Dr. Salamah, then, seems to be very confused. He has all of his arguments backward: the
entire point of the debate about the verse of Mut'ah is that some Wahabis claim that it does not
refer to Mut'ah at all, but rather that it refers to the sexual act itself and therefore does not
establish the permissibility of Mut'ah. The Prophet (s), the Holy Imams (as) and the community
of the Shi'a have always argued that the use of the term "istimta'tum" refers to the
permissibility of temporary marriage, of Mut'ah, while their enemies have argued that the verse
refers only to the sexual act of a Nikah. This Wahabi clearly has everything backwards! It is

Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 16 of 171

shocking, but the author attributes the Wahabi argument to the Shi'a, and then under the
confused belief that it is a "Shi'a" argument goes on to refute his own belief system!
Dr. Salamah states:
Similarly, Shi'as explain the term "istamta'tum" as
the physical act of consummation. However, this
is contradicted by the following Qur'anic verses:
"There is no blame upon you if you have divorced
women whom you have not touched [i.e., the
marriage has not been consummated] or
specified for them a mahr. But give them [a gift
of] compensation [matti'uhunna]. The wealthy
has his capability and the poor has his capability a provision [mata'an] according to what is
acceptable, an obligation upon the righteous."15

We could not have said it better ourselves. The author deserves great congratulation for
refuting those Wahabi 'ulama who have argued that this verse refers to the sexual act as
opposed to temporary marriage. What he did not realize in his argument is that Allah (swt) has,
in this verse that he quotes ("There is no blame…") already specified the obligation of dowry,
which is made obligatory by the marriage contract, not by the consummation of the marriage.
It does not make sense for Allah (swt) to say if you do not have sex with your wife, you must
pay her the dowry, and then to later on say: "If you have sex with them, you must pay them
their dowry."
In the same vein, Allamah Tabataba'i writes:
If the meaning of the verse is tamt'atum [meaning physical enjoyment in this case],
then this does not fit with the part of this verse which follows, i.e. "Give them their
compensation." This is because the dowry (mahr!) is obligatory (wajib) by the
simple establishment of the marital contract (aqd), and it does not rely upon the
actual act of physical enjoyment...Rather, one half is made wajib by the contract,
and the other half is made wajib by sexual penetration (dukhul). Furthermore, the
ayat which was revealed before is sufficient in making clear the dowry has to be
paid under all circumstance, and so there is no point in repeating. This is the verse
[4:4] that says: "And give the women their dowries as a gift," as well as the verse
"There is no sin upon you if you divorce your wives before you have touched them or
specified a dowry. But give them a gift of compensation, the wealthy what he can,
and the poor what he can" until He says: "And if you divorce them before you have
touched them, and you have decided upon a dowry, then give them half of what you
have agreed upon."

Tabataba'i, Al-Mizan, vol. 4, p. 280

The fact is that Allah (swt) has already explained all of the ahkam of dowry before this in quite
a detailed fashion. There is no point in then repeating it, in a much more general fashion, later
on.
In any case, the fact of the matter is that the word istimta' has many different meanings. In
order to understand it, we must turn to the context of the verse, which is marriage. It is
pointless to say that the word istimt'a only refers to "taking benefit" in the sense of taking
sexual pleasure, for this would imply that dowry is only obligatory when the sexual act is
consummated. This argument is contradicted by verse 4:4, as Allamah Tabataba'i has pointed
out, and is also contradicted by the verse 2:236 which Dr. Salamah cited. Dowry is not made
obligatory by the sexual act; it is already made obligatory by the marriage contract, albeit only
in part.
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Misunderstanding this, the Sunni author at Islamic Voice Magazine also criticizes the proper
interpretation of this verse when he writes:
Islamic Voice Magazine states:
Below are the verses of Qur'an which in some
companions' opinion and in the opinion of Shi'as,
legitimize the Muta'.
"...All women other than these (described in
5:22,23) are lawful to you, provided you seek
them with your wealth (Mehar) in modest
conduct, not in fornication. Give them their
Mehar as a duty for the 'ISTAMTA' (benefit) you
have had with them."(5:24)
The relevant Arabic word in the above verse is
'Famastamta'tum' which means, 'when you have
had benefited with them'. Those favouring the
Muta' translate it as 'when you had made Muta'
with them'. There is one clear proof in Qur'an
that they are mistaken. This particular word has
been used as it is in two other verses of Qur'an
viz 9:69 and 46:20. I am presenting the
translation of one of these. You can check the
other verse yourself. First, see the translation of
the verse preceding 9:69 so that the context
could be known that the description is of
hypocrites.
"Allah has promised the hypocrites, both men
and women, and the unbelievers, the fire of Hell.
They shall abide in it. It is sufficient for them;
theirs shall be a lasting torment". (9:68)
And now, the next verse with the actual
translation of the relevant word in question:
"As in the case of those before you, they were
mightier than you and had greater riches and
more children. They had BENEFITED from their
portion and you have BENEFITED from yours as
did those before you. You indulge in idle talk as
they did. They! Their works are fruitless in this
world and in the Hereafter, and they are the
losers". (9:69)
I am again reproducing the same verse below but
this time I am putting the word Muta' in the
translation of the word FAMASTAMTA'TUM, which
Shias claim to mean Muta', the same word, which
occurred in (5:24
"As in the case of those before you, they were
mightier than you and had greater riches and
more children. They had their portion of Muta'
and you have had your portion of Muta' as did
those before you. You indulge in idle talk as they
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did. They! Their works are fruitless in this world
and in the Hereafter, and they are the losers".
(9:69)
I have no hesitation in saying that those
companions who against the opinion of other
companions thought that the verse (5:24) of
Qur'an authenticated Muta', erred in its
interpretation.

Salamah, then, has (in the midst of his confusion) accidentally made the same point that the
Shi'as do: that this verse does not merely refer to the physical act of sexual enjoyment.
However, Salamah does not seem to go on and ever say what it does mean. The root m-t-' has
a great number of meanings, some of which are listed by Ayatullah Maghniyah in his Fiqh alImam Ja'far as-Sadiq:
Mut'ah has many meanings. In some cases it may mean to take benefit, such as
when Allah (swt) refers to "They take the benefits of the worldly life." It may refer
to increase, or it may refer to remaining, such as when He says: "He let them remain
for a while." It may also refer to a gift, such as when He, Blessed be His Names,
says: "They are gifted of knowledge." As far as the legal scholars, they talk about
Mut'ah in the meaning of a gift, in the sense of what they make obligatory on a man
who has married a woman without specifying a dowry, and then divorces her before
having sexual relations. They would necessitate that the divorced woman be a gift
that is appropriate for his economic status. This is based upon the ayat 236 of Surah
al-Baqara: "There is no sin on you that you divorce women whom who you have not
touched, and that you give them a gift (Mut'ah), the rich man based on his ability,
and the poor based on his ability, a righteous gift which is a right over the pure
ones." They also talk about Mut'ah in terms of hajj, which we have discussed
elsewhere. Alongside of these uses, the scholars of law talk about Mut'ah in terms
of a fixed-time marriage. There is universal consensus amongst Sunni and Shi'a
scholars that Islam has legislated this, and that the Prophet (s) made this
permissible. This is based upon ayat 24 of Surat an-Nisa': "When you have done
Mut'ah with them, so give them the agreed upon dowry."
Reference at Mutah.com
The Hans-Wehr dictionary gives the following meanings for the root m-t-':
"Verbal form: to carry away, take away; to be strong, firm, sold…To make enjoy; to
furnish, equip supply; to give as a compensation…to gratify the eye; to make enjoy,
to have the usufruct; to be blessed and to enjoy, savour, relish"
Noun form: enjoyment, pleasure, delight, gratification; recreation; compensation
paid to a divorced woman; Muta'h, temporary marriage, usufruct marriage
contracted for a specified time".

Hans Wehr dictionary, p. 1045

Now, given that this verse comes in the context of marriage, it can only mean one of three
things:
1.

Enjoyment, in the sense that it is used to refer to the sexual act itself

2.

Giving a woman her dowry or other compensation after divorce

3.

Temporary Marriage
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The Wahabi author has already refuted those who argue that the use of the word istamta'
means the first, because it is either contradictory or repetitive (depending on how one wants to
look at it), and we have seen that it does not fit with the context of the overall Surah. As far as
the second meaning, it is entirely prohibited by the verse, for otherwise we would have to
translate it as:
"As for those women who you compensate, then compensate them."
Such a translation is obviously meaningless. As such, we can only predicate the meaning of the
verb on the third meaning, i.e., temporary marriage.
The author makes another critical mistake as well:
Dr Salamah states:
It should be noted that the Qur'an continues with
this statement: "So marry them with the
permission of their families and give them their
dowers according to what is reasonable." Such a
case is only possible in a regular marriage since
these conditions are not necessary in Mut'ah.

Firstly, a large number of Shi'a Fuquha have argued that it is obligatory to seek the permission
of parents for a temporary marriage with a virgin girl, so the author has demonstrated his
complete lack of knowledge with regards to Shi'a fiqh. Ayatullah Kho'i, for example, writes:
It is an obligatory precaution that an adult, mature, virgin girl seeks the permission
of her father or paternal grandfather in her marriage.

Cf. Kho'i, Ibid. pp. 329-330

In any case, there is dispute on this issue amongst the Fuquha of the Shi'a, just as there is
dispute about it amongst the Sunnis. But this verse has nothing to do with that, for the author
has quoted the verse out of context. There is a gap between the verse of Mut'ah and this verse,
where Allah (swt) says:
If any of you do not have the means to marry a chaste, believing woman, then take
those handmaidens from whom your right hand possesses. Allah has full knowledge
of your Faith. You are from one or another, so marry them with the permission of
their people, and give them their compensation.

Al-Qur'an, Surah An-Nisa, Ayah 24

Allah (swt) uses the word Ahl, which means people or family. Now, since it is clear that this
verse is referring to slave-women, it is clear that the word Ahl is referring to the owners of the
slave-girls, and to this end Yusuf 'Ali has correctly translated it as:
Wed them with the leave of their owners.
As such, this verse has nothing to do with marriage between free parties. The beginning of the
verse makes this clear:
If any of you do not have the means to marry a chaste, believing woman…
Clearly, then, this verse deals with people who cannot marry, and so has nothing to do with
either Mut'ah or Nikah. Once again, it remains unclear what the point of the author's argument
was: he seems to be implying that, since all the Shi'a supposedly believe that the permission of
the guardian is not necessary in a temporary marriage (which, as we have seen, is not the
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case), than since this second verse mentions the condition of seeking the guardian's
permission, it somehow proves that the first verse has nothing to do with temporary marriage.
However, we have seen that a clear reading of the entire verse shows that it is entirely
unrelated to marriage at all; the Qur'an has, in fact, moved on to a separate discussion at this
point. If the Wahabi author chooses to disagree, then let him reference the Tafsir of Ibn Kathir:
Allah said, those who do not have, (the means), financial capability (Wherewith to
wed free believing women) meaning, free faithful, chaste women. (They may wed
believing girls from among those whom your right hands possess,) meaning, they
are allowed to wed believing slave girls owned by the believers. (And Allah has full
knowledge about your faith; you are one from another.) Allah knows the true reality
and secrets of all things, but you people know only the apparent things. Allah then
said, (Wed them with the permission of their own folk) indicating that the owner is
responsible for the slave girl, and consequently, she cannot marry without his
permission. The owner is also responsible for his male slave and they cannot wed
without his permission. A hadith states, (Any male slave who marries without
permission from his master, is a fornicator.)
Reference at Tafsir.com
It is then established, without a doubt, that Allah (swt) is referring to temporary marriage in the
ayat al-Mut'ah. This is agreed upon by the Sunni Tafsir writers. If it does not refer to temporary
marriage, the only thing it could refer to is the sexual act itself, something that the Wahabi
author refutes! As such, this leaves only one possibility, namely that the Imams (as) as well as
the Sunni Tafsir commentators were all correct in understanding this verse as referring to
Mut'ah.

3.2

Sunni Tafsir of Verse 4:24

The Wahabi author not only demonstrates his contempt for the Qur'an, but also his disregard
for the Sunni Tafsir writers who have all agreed that this verse deals explicitly with Mut'ah and
nothing else. We shall now cite 16 books of Ahl'ul Sunnah who testify from Companions it
referred to Mut'ah. Sunni Ulama undoubtedly confirm that this verse refers to Mut'ah. As proof
we have relied on the following Sunni texts:
1.

Tafseer Kashaf Volume 1 p. 20- commentary of Nisa

2.

Tafseer ibn Katheer Volume 1 p. 84

3.

Tafseer Tabari Page 9 part 5

4.

Tafseer Fathul Qadeer p. 14

5.

Tafseer Gharib Qur'an p. 2 part 5

6.

Tafseer Qurtabi Volume 5 p. 60

7.

Tafseer Mu'alim al Tanzeel Volume 1 p. 63

8.

Tafseer Khazan Volume 1 p. 63 Ayat Mut'ah

9.

Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 95

10.

Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 6 p. 40

11.

Tafseer Akham of Quran Volume 2 p. 45

12.

Tafseer Baydhawi Volume 2 p. 9
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13.

Tafseer Haqqani Volume 2 p.

14.

Tafseer Ahmadi Volume 1 p. 0

15.

Tafseer Jama al Bayan Volume1 p. 22

16.

Tafseer Mazhari Volume 3 p. 18

We may quote some of these authors and their views on Mut'ah:
Tafseer Mazhari:
Istimatum' here refers to Nikah Mut'ah and this is a form of Nikah where a couple
for a specified time have ownership of one another, and when the time expires they
separate without Talaq"
Tafseer Kabeer:
"This verse descended about Mut'ah."
Fathul Qadeer:
"Research by Ahlul Sunnah confirms this verse was revealed about Nikah Mut'ah".
Tafseer Khazan:
"This verse descended about Mut'ah"
Tafseer Mu'alim al Tanzeel:
"This verse refers to Mut'ah Nikah, that is prescribed to a specific period".
Durre Manthur:
Suyuti narrates a tradition confirming that the verse descended about Mut'ah.
Tafseer Haqqani:
This verse refers to Mut'ah, which was permissible in the beginning of Islam.
Furthermore, we read in the Tafsir Kabeer of Radhi that that the companion of Rasulullah(s),
Imran bin Husain, said:
A verse on Mut'ah was revealed in the Quran, and that it was not abrogated.
Furthermore, Rasulullah issued an order to practise Mut'ah and he did not ban it.
Then, somebody came a long and said about it what he felt like it.
Beyond this, if any enemy of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) claims that this refers to the Mut'ah of Hajj
they should know Imam Radhi cited the comments of Imran in his discussion on the verse of
Nisa on Mut'ah.
We have cited 16 books confirming that a verse regarding Mut'ah with women appears in the
Qur'an. The Qur'anic evidence destroys Nasibi claims that there is no base for Mut'ah in the
Quran, and the verdicts of these 16 Sunni 'ulama shall suffice to destroy the claims of these
Nasibis. A further analysis of these texts also shows that the companions acknowledged that
Mut'ah was originally permissible:
1.

Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 95

2.

Tafseer Ibn Katheer Volume 1 p. 84

3.

Tafseer Ruh al Maani Volume 1 p. Part 5

4.

Tafseer Gharab al Qur'an p. 2 Part 5
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5.

Tafseer Tafseer Mu'alim al Tanzeel Volume1 p. 20

6.

Tafseer Maarif al Qur'an Volume 1 p. 28

7.

Tafseer Muraghee Volume5 p. by A. Mustafa Muraghee

8.

Fatawa Abdul Hai p. 20

Tafseer Kabeer:
"Sunni Ulama agree that in the beginning Mut'ah was allowed…We don't deny that
Mut'ah was Mubah".
Tafseer Ibn Katheer:
"There is no doubt that in the start Mut'ah was Halal".
Tafseer Muraghee:
"In the beginning of Islam Mut'ah was allowed".
All of these texts point to a single, irrefutable fact: that Mut'ah was originally allowed in Islam.
This has always been the common ruling of the Sunni 'ulama and it was not until the coming of
the Wahabi movement that some began to doubt this issue. Furthermore, many Sunni 'ulama
have argued that Mut'ah is a legitimate type of Nikah (marriage). For example:
1.

Tafseer Qurtubi Volume 5 p. 36

2.

Tafseer Baydhawi Volume 2 p. 9

3.

Tafseer Jama al Bayan Volume1 p. 66

4.

Tafseer Muraghee p. 1

For example, we read on the above-cited page of Tafseer Qurtubi:
The consensus in the eyes of Ahlul Sunnah is this verse came about Mut'ah
marriage, which was allowed at the beginning of Islam.
And we read in Tafseer Baydhawi:
Mut'ah is Nikah for a fixed time.
There can be no doubt that the Qur'an bears witness that Mut'ah was originally halaal.
Supporting this are the actions of the Companions themselves Nasibi of course know this, but
as is their habit prefer to deny this fact so as to keep their subjects living in ignorance. Here is
Ansar.Org's response to this vicious Rafidi claim that appeared on the 'frequently asked
questions' section:
Ansar.Org states:
Question:
Salamon Alaykom,
I have heard that Zubayr Al-Sabilbi married Asma
Bint Abu Bakr by Mut'ah Marriage and from this
union were born, Abdalliih Ibin Zubayr and Urwah
Ibin Zubayr
Is this correct?
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So does this mean that Temporary marriage was
being practiced even in the time of Aboobakr?
Please note that this is the daughter of Aboobakr
that is engaged, so it does not make sense to say
maybe Aboobakr was not aware of this marriage.
Will appreciate a sufficient reply
Answer:
Wa alikum assalam wa rahmatullah wa baraktuh
First of all brother , Abdullah & Urwah are the
sons of Alzubair ibn Al-Awwam not Zubayr AlSabilbi.
And there were not temporary marriage between
Asma Bint Abu Bakr and anyone.
And for your information brother , Abdullah ibn
Alzubair was very strict in the topic of Mutaa, he
believe that it is haram and was very strict with
the people who said it is halaal in his time.
So how comes he was born from A Mutaa (
Temporary marrige )?!
As I said brother before , Shia used to lie
sometimes to prove that they are correct!

One wonders 'why' these Nasibi make such confident assertions, when ample material exists
confirming that Asma did indeed contract Mut'ah with Zubayr and her two sons Urwa and
Abdullah were indeed the products of this union. This Nasibi should know that the 'lie to prove
that we are correct' for Asma's Mut'ah is discussed in the following Sunni sources:
1.

Talkhees al Haseer fi Takhreej al Hadeeth al Rafa al Kabeera Volume 3 page 159
(printed Cairo)
Musnad Abu Daud al Tayalsee Volume 7, Page 227 (printed in Hyderabad)

2.
3.

Sunan al Kabeera al Nasai Volume 3 page 135 (printed Beirut)

4.

Ma'ani al Asar Volume 2 page 16 (printed Deoband)
Munthaha al M'abood al Thartheeb Musnad Abu Daud, Volume 1, Page 309 (Printed

5.
Beirut)
6.

Neel al Authar al Shaukani Volume 6 page 135 (printed Egypt)

7.

Talkhees al Kabeer Volume 3 p. 59 by ibn Hajar Abi Bakr

8.

Aqd al Fareed, Volume 3, Page 157
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9.

Maudhourath Volume3 p. 14

10.

Murujh al Dhahab Volume 3 p. 0 Dhikr Mu'awiya b Yazeed

11.

Sharh Muwatta Dhurqani Volume 3 p. 54

12.

Sharh Ibn al Hadeed Volume 4 p. 75

Allamah Ibn Hajr Asqalani in 'Talkhees al Haseer fi Takhreej al Hadeeth al Rafa al Kabeera'
Volume 3 page 159 (printed Cairo) narrates as follows:
A large group amongst the pious Salaf deemed Mut'ah halaal after the death of
Rasulullah (s), Imam Nasai narrated from Muslim Qarai that we went before Asma
binte Abu Bakr and we asked her about Mut'ah with women, she said I performed
this Mut'ah during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s)
We read in Musnad Abu Dawud
"We gathered before Asma Binte Abu Bakr and asked her about Mut'ah with women.
She said: During the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) I personally contracted Mut'ah".
We read in Tafseer Mazhari:
Amongst the Sahaba exist a group that after the demise of Rasul(s) believed in the
legitimacy of Mut'ah and Imam of Ahlul Sunnah Nasai narrated from Asma Binte
Abu Bakr, "We practised Mut'ah during the life of Rasulullah(s)."
Tafseer al-Mazhari, Surah an-Nisa, Page 74
If anyone is a pioneer/groundbreaker in a field we have to admire them, no matter who they
are. Some Muslims at that time would have no doubt had concerns that their women would
become rendered useless through this practise. Fortunately a woman from an upstanding
household of Abu Bakr ventured out and offered herself to the Muslim males. Ansar.Org had
posed this amazing rhetorical question:
Ansar.org
And for your information brother, Abdullah ibn
Alzubair was very strict in the topic of Mutaa, he
believe that it is haram and was very strict with
the people who said it is halaal in his time. So
how comes he was born from A Mutaa (
Temporary marrige )?!

What great logic! Mu'awiya and Amr ibn al Aas were the products of a union between their
mothers and several men. All because they were born in such a manner does not automatically
mean they liked this type of conception, or that they believed in its legitimacy! The 'honest'
scholar is correct. Ibn Zubayr was indeed opposed to Mut'ah, and he voiced his opposition to it
when debating with Ibn Abbas. What this man of truth has forgotten to tell his adherent is the
fact that the same Ibn Abbas managed to silence Ibn Zubayr by informing him that he was the
product of Mut'ah, as can be evidenced in your esteemed Sunni works. Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah
al-Raghib al-Isfahani reported in al-Maudhoorath Volume 2 page 96
"Ibn Zubair denounced Ibn Abbas for his opinion on Mut'ah. Thus Ibn Abbas told
him: "Go and ask your mother what she did with your father." When Ibn Zubair
asked her, she said: "By God, I did not conceive you except through Mut'ah".
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Sunnah's authority work Sahih Muslim, Sharh Nawawi, Volume 1 p. 102 on Nikah Mut'ah:
One group amongst the Salaf believed that Mut'ah was halaal. Ibn Abbas, Ayesha
are included in this group.
Despite such clear evidence some modern day adherents of Mu'awiya have decided to rewrite
history all together, by denying that Mut'ah was ever allowed in Islam! Take the Fatwa on
Mut'ah by the Deobandi Madrassa 'Darul-Iftah Jamia Ashrafia', based in Lahore, Pakistan. In
response to a query on Mut'ah this is the Fatwa they give
Darul Iftah states:
Assalaam o Alaikum
MUTTA has been declared HARAAM from the very
outset of Islam. The usual MUTA, in force
amongst AHL-E-TASHEE, was never permitted in
Islam. This wicked thing was in vogue before
Islam in the dark ages. (Ahsan ul Fatawa page 42
Vol. 5) Hazrat Shah Abdul Aziz has refuted the
permission of MUTA from the very beginning of
Islam. (Ahsan ul Fatawa page 52 Vol. 5)

The falsity of such a fatwa is clear when we have testimony of the Sahaba that Mut'ah was
allowed and they practised it accordingly, claims that exists in works such as Sahih al Bukhari!
Clearly this revision has history has been created with the sole of objective of defaming the
Shi'a, we are in doubt that this Nasibi Mullah is fully aware that the vast number of Sunni
'ulama (the clear majority) have all argued that Mut'ah was originally halaal. As evidence we
shall rely on the following Sunni sources:
1.

Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 page 195

2.

Tafseer Gharab al Qur'an Volume 5 page 5

3.

Tafseer Qurtubi Volume 5 page 132

4.

Tafseer Ibn Katheer Volume 1 page 474

5.

Tafseer Murghanee Volume 5 page 8

6.

Tafseer Waheedi page 107

7.

Tafseer Tarjamun 'ul Qur'an Volume 1 page 624 part 5

8.

Tafseer Baydhawi Volume 2 page 79

9.

Tafseer Fathul Qadeer Volume 1 page 414

10.

Tafseer Zia' ul Qur'an Volume 1 page 134

11.

Tafseer Haqqani Volume 2 page 6

12.

Fathul Bari fi Sharh Bukhari Volume 9 page 173

13.

Sharh Muslim, by Nawawi Volume 1 page 150

14.

Au Jaza al Masalik fi Sharh Muwatta Imam Malik Volume 9 page 404

15.

al Muhalla Volume 9 page 519 by Ibn Hazm
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16.

Ma'alim al Sunan ma Mukhthasar Sunan Abi Daud Volume 3 page 18

17.

Neel al Authar Volume 6 page 153

18.

Sharh Dhurqani Volume 3 page 152, Dhikr Mut'ah

19.

Mirqat Sharh Mishkat Volume 6 page 220

20.

Zaad al Maad Volume 2 page 205

We read in Tafseer Kabeer:
There is no doubt that at the beginning of Islam, Mut'ah was permissible.
We read in Tafseer Murghanee:
At the beginning of Islam, Mut'ah was permissible.
We read in Tafseer Gharab al Qur'an:
The scholars are in agreement that in the beginning of Islam, Mut'ah was Mubah.
We read in Tafseer Fathul Qadeer:
The great scholars have commented that at the beginning of Islam Mut'ah was
Mubah.
Tafseer Qurtubi:
According to the great scholars Mut'ah, at the beginning of Islam was Mubah.
Tafseer Waheedi:
Many 'ulama have said that when Islam started Mut'ah was allowed.
Great anti Shi'a scholar Peer Karam Shah in Zi'a ul Qur'an stated:
Mut'ah was declared haram at the time of the farewell pilgrimage.
We read in Fath ul Bari:
The permissibility to practise Mut'ah was endorsed by the early scholars and this is
proven.
In Sharh Muslim:
The permissibility to practice Mut'ah at the beginning of Islam is proven.
In al Muhalla:
Nikah Mut'ah was halaal during the lifetime of the Prophet.
In Ma'alim al Sunan:
At the start of Islam Mut'ah was Mubah.
Unfortunately, some 'scholars' have dispensed with centuries of Sunni scholarship and begun to

Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 27 of 171

argue against all of these 'ulama. Hanafi author, Maulana Mufti Muhammad Shafi, gives another
strange and hitherto unheard of Tafsir of this ayat:
Muhammad Shafi states:
The root of the Arabic word, istimta' is ? - ? - ?
(meem, taa, 'ain) which means to derive benefit.
Any benefit derived from a person or from
wealth, property, assets, etc. is called istimta'.
According to Arabic grammar, the addition of the
letters ? (seen) and ? (taa) to the root of any
word gives the meaning of seeking. Based on this
lexical explanation, the simple and straight sense
of the Qur'anic expression, Istamta'tum (you
have benefited), as understood by the entire
Muslim Ummah from the revered early elders to
their successors and followers, is just what we
have stated a little earlier. But, a sect [1] says
that it means the conventional Mut'ah and,
according to its adherents, this Ayat proves that
Mut'ah is halaal (lawful). Therefore, it is pertinent
here to give a brief account of Mut'ah and its
unlawfulness.
Mut'ah, which was in vogue before the advent of
Islam, was a temporary contract between a man
and a woman for having sexual relationship
between them for a specified period in exchange
of money or a specified kind offered by the man
to the woman. This type of contract, which was
never meant to create permanent rights and
obligations of marriage, was clearly prohibited by
the Holy Qur'an and the Sunnah; however, this
particular sect claims that it is still halaal. They
sometimes seek support to this claim from the
present Ayat just on the ground that the word
Mut'ah has been derived from the same root
wherefrom the word Istamta'tum used in this
Ayat has been derived. Obviously, this argument
is too far-fetched, and the present Ayat itself is
sufficient to refute it, because before the word,
Istamta'tum, Allah uses the words "binding
yourself in marriage and not only for lust," which
clearly prove that the sexual relationship
approved by Allah (in the Holy Qur'an) is the only
one which aims at chastity through the
permanent bond of marriage, and not a
relationship based on satisfying lust for a
temporary period which has been termed by the
Holy Qur'an as flowing water.
Now, it is obvious that the contract of Mut'ah has
nothing to do with this concept. It neither creates
permanent rights and obligations, nor does it
bring about a family set-up, nor does it aim at
having children and maintain chastity. It is
nothing but to satisfy the sexual desire for a
short period of time
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This Mufti's arguments are so badly written it is difficult to understand what he means in some
places (the "flowing water" reference, for example). In any case, if the meanings of his
arguments are vague, the flaws in his argument are obvious. As far as his translation of the
verse, he says that the words istimta'tum means "to take benefit," and this is how it has always
been understood. We have already seen that the great Sunni Tafsir writers did not understand
the verse this way, and so "Maulana" Shafi's comments that this verse has "always" been
understood by all generations as referring to the "taking of benefit" is entirely invalid.
In any case, if this is the meaning of the verse under discussion, than the Wahabi must provide
an answer as to what benefit is being taken. It is not enough to merely say that this verse
means "to take benefit." The verse is giving several different hukms (ruling) on Islamic Law,
and in order for us to be able to know and understand what those rulings are, we would have
to understand what benefit is being referred to here, i.e. what benefit the husband must
compensate his wife for. However, this is not made clear in the verse: and so if we deny that
the words istimta'tum refers to Mut'ah and say that it refers to a general taking of benefit, then
we really have no idea what Allah (swt) is telling us here. As such, if we accept Shafi's
translation, then we must say that this verse has no meaning and that we cannot possibly
decipher what it refers to.
This is because of the way the verse has been written: Fama istimta'tum bi minhun fatuhunna
ujurahunn. This line of the verse begins with the words Fa and Ma, meaning "So" and "What."
As such, if we were to accept Muhammad Shafi's translation, the verse would mean "And so
from what you have taken benefit from them, give them their rewards." If istimta'tum means to
take benefit, then we would have to understand the verse as being an order to compensate
your wives for the benefit that one takes from them. However, we would have to then ask:
Which benefit? Since the ayat is unconditional (mutlaq), we would therefore have to assume
any benefit. Does a husband, therefore, have to pay his wife for sex? Does he have to pay her
for having children? What does he have to pay her for, and what does he not have to pay her
for? If we accept Shafi's idea that the word istimta'tum means taking any benefit, than this
would mean that a husband would be obligated to pay his wife for every task that she does. It
would, therefore, be obligatory for a man to pay his wife for sex, since this would fall under the
classification of "taking benefit." As such, we see that after this Wahabi condemns Mut'ah for
being a type of prostitution, he then gives a Tafsir of the Qur'an that makes prostitution (the
paying of money for sex) obligatory in marriage. What hypocrisy!
However, if we understand the words as referring to Mut'ah (as have all the Shi'a and Sunni
'ulama through history), then we do not have this problem: the verse refers to the obligation of
paying the ajr, or the dowry, to the temporary wife.
Furthermore, his argument that the verses "binding yourself in marriage and not only for lust"
indicate that the verse does not have anything to do with Mut'ah is entirely invalid, for the
simple reason that no such verse exists. Rather, this translation is an example of Wahabi
distortion (tahreef) in the Holy Qur'an. The word lust does not occur in this verse. Rather, the
word used is musafiheen, and the Qur'an tells the believers that they should seek marriage as
muhsineen and not as musafiheen. The word muhsineen in this context refers to those who
keep themselves chaste, who protect themselves from fornication through marriage. The word
musafiheen refers to prostitution or fornication. The word "lust" does not occur anywhere here,
and so the believers are not being told to avoid their lust, but rather that they should satisfy
their sexual desires through halaal ways. Since Mut'ah is one of these halaal ways, it does not
qualify as fornication.
However, if the Wahabi author believes that this verse is telling believers not to satisfy their
sexual desires, then this would obviously mean that all marriage is haram, as well as
concubinage. Does the Maulana really believe that it is haram for a husband and wife to engage
in sexual relations solely for the sake of sexual desire? If Maulana Shafi really believes that this
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ayat is a prohibition on satisfying one's sexual desires, than he should probably contemplate a
change of religion from Islam to Christianity. The idea that it is wrong to engage in marriage for
the sake of sexual desire has nothing to do with Islam, and the tired moralism of anti-Mut'ah
Wahabis is something truly foreign to Islam. Maulana Shafi seems to believe that the only
purpose for marriage is to establish a family. According to his logic, then, it is not permissible to
marry a barren woman who cannot have children, since sexual relations with her would only be
for the sake of sexual desire and not for the sake of having children.
Furthermore, if this ayat is a prohibition on marrying for the sake of sexual relations, then what
does Maulana Shafi have to say about this fatwa of the late Grand Mufti of Saudi Arabi, Shaykh
Bin Baz:
Someone asked him: In one of your tapes, you have a fatwa that it is permissible for
someone in a Western country to get married with the intention of getting divorced
after a specific period…What is the difference between this and between Mut'ah?
Response: Yes, this fatwa has come from Permanent Council (of Muftis), and I am
its leader, and we have ruled that it is permissible to marry with the intention of
getting divorced, if this intention is between the servant and his Lord. If someone
marries in a Western country, and his intention is that when he finishes his studies
or finds a job or something like this that he will get divorced, then there is
absolutely no problem with this in the opinion of all 'ulama. This intention is
something between the servant and Allah, and is not a condition. The difference
between this and Mut'ah is that Mut'ah has the condition of a definite time period,
such as a month or two months or a year or two years and so forth. If the time
period fends, then the Nikah is abrogated. This is the invalid form Mut'ah. However,
if somebody marries according to the Sunnah of Allah and the Prophet, but he
nonetheless holds the intention in his heart that when he leaves the (Western)
country he will divorce, then there is no harm it. This intention might change, and so
it is not something definite. This intention is not a condition, and it is something
between the servant and his Lord. There is no harm in it, and it is one of the ways
that a person may remain chaste and avoid fornication and debauchery. This is the
statement of all people of knowledge.
Reference at BinBaz.com
Is not this marriage with the intent of divorce nothing else but seeking to satisfy one's sexual
desires? According to Maulana Shafi, this is entirely haram to do, so if we accept his logic, than
Shaykh Bin Baz must have been a great advocator of fornication.
If this discussion makes anything clear, it is that the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) clearly
need to find somebody with more experience and knowledge in Tafsir to comment on these
verses.

3.3

Sunni Doubts as to the Correct Recitation of this Verse

Beyond these facts, we see that not only do the majority of Sunni 'ulama accept that this verse
was revealed about Mut'ah, but a large majority also believe that there has been tahreef
(change, distortion) in this verse in order to create confusion as to its real meaning. A number
of Sunni hadeeth claim that this verse was read in a different way than it is today, in a way that
makes it clear that it refers to Mut'ah. Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Abu Hayyan Andalusi in his
commentary of Sharh Afhaq 'al Bahar al Maheet' Volume 3 page 218 states:
"Ubay ibn Ka'b, Ibn Abbas and Ibn Jabeer would read the verse with the words 'for
a prescribed period'.
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A number of Sunni Tafsir claim that the words "for a prescribed period" were read by the
Sahaba when they recited this verse:
1.

Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume2 P. 40 -

2.

Tafseer Tabari Volume 5 p.

3.

Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 94

4.

Fathul Qadeer Volume 1 p. 14

5.

Tafseer Ibn Katheer Volume 1 p. 84

6.

Tafseer Ruh al Maani Volume 5 p.

7.

Tafseer Kashaf p. 20

8.

Tafseer Mazhari Volume2 p. 4

9.

Tafseer Ahkam al Quran Volume2 p. 47

10.

Tafseer Mu'alim al Tanzeel p. 63

11.

Mustadrak Al Hakim volume 2 p. 47

12.

Al Musahif by Abi Bakr Sijistani p. 3

13.

Tafseer Mawahib al Rahman page 4 part 5

14.

Tafseer Haqqani volume5 p.

15.

Tafseer Jama Al Bayan Volume1 p. 66

16.

Neel al Authar Volume2 p. 53 Kitab Nikah

17.

Tafseer Qurtabi Volume5 p. 30

18.

Dhurqani Sharh Muwatta Volume1 p. 54

19.

Kitab al Musahaf page 342

20.

Al Bahar al Maheet Volume 3 page 218

In later chapters when pages of sources are not mentioned then we are referring to
references from above pages.
Specifically, the companion Abdullah ibn Masu'd is cited as reading the verse on Mut'ah with the
additional words 'for a prescribed period' confirming its legitimacy, as well as testifying to
tahreef in Uthman's compiled Quran. This is cited in the following sources:
1.

Tafseer Maar Volume5 p. 5

2.

Tafseer Jama al Bayan Volume6 p. 9

All of these sources agree that Ibn Masud would read the verse of "Istimatum" followed by the
words 'for a prescribed period'. Can we conclude that these Sahaba were liars or were they
suggesting that words were missing in the Quran collected by Uthman? The companion Ubay
Ibn Ka'b is also said to have stated that the verse of Mut'ah included the words "for a
prescribed period" and that the Companions remained silent when he recited the verse in this
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way. We read in Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 94:
Its proven that this verse came down about Mut'ah, first reason for this is Ibn Kaab
would read the verse on Mut'ah with the "Ajol Masomee", Ibn Abbas would also
read it in the same way and the Ummah did not order them to stop reading verses in
this way.
The implication of the hadeeth is this: that the Ummah accepted the addition of the words "for
a prescribed period". According to Sunni aqa'id, ijma' (consensus of the Ummah) is a source of
Islamic law. We see that the Ummah consented to these additional words in the recitation of
these important companions. In a later discussion, we will see how ijma' is used by the enemies
of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) to justify 'Umar's prohibition of Mut'ah, arguing that the Companions
were silent about 'Umar's innovation and that, therefore, they were pleased with it. However,
we see the Sunni hadeeth literature claiming ijma' for something which contradicts the version
of the Qur'an constituted by 'Uthman, which clearly supports the position that Mut'ah was halaal
and that verse 4:24 was revealed in order to legitimise the practice of temporary marriage.
Further evidences in this regard:
1.

Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Sulayman bin Ashash Sijistani the son of the author of Sunan
Abu Daud in his renowned Sunni work 'al Musahaf' page 286 records as follows: "Ubay bin
Ka'b and Saeed bin Jabeer would read this verse with the words 'for a prescribed period'"

2.

Ibn Abbas would read the verse of Mut'ah with the words "for a prescribed period' and
openly declared this to be halaal.
Tafseer Al Baghawi, Al Musami Mu'alim al Tanzeel, p. 414

3.

'Abu Nadhra asked Ibn Abbas about Mut'ah and he replied "haven't you read the verse
in Surah Nisa:- "those women ……………….. for prescribed period"' Abu Nadhra said "I did
not read the verse in this way". Ibn Abbas replied that "Allah has revealed the verse in this
manner". Ibn Abbas swore that this verse was about Mut'ah.

Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume2 P. 40

This recital was also recorded in Tafseer Tabari, on the authority of Ibn Ka'b:
Tafseer al-Tabari, p. 14 & 15
4.

Allamah Sijistani in al Musahaf page 342 records that: Abu Nadhra said: Ibn Abbas (RA)
recited the verse 4:24 with the addition of "to an appointed time". I said to him: "I did not
read it this way." Ibn Abbas replied: "I swear by Allah, this is how Allah revealed it," and
Ibn Abbas repeated this statement three times."

This tradition has been similarly recorded in Tafseer Durre Manthur

5.

Ibn Abbas claimed that the other Sahaba also read the verse on Mut'ah with the words
'for a prescribed period'
Tafseer Dur al-Manthur Volume 2, P. 140 & 141

6.

We also read in Durre Manthur that Ibn Abbas said: "Mut'ah was practised from the
outset of Islam and the Companions would read the verse of Mut'ah with the words 'for a
prescribed period'.
Tafseer Dur al-Manthur Volume 2, P. 140 & 141

We have seen that many narration's claim that Ibn Abbas recited the verse in a fashion that
clearly refers to Mut'ah. The famous hadeeth narrator and scholar Al-Hakim in Mustadrak al
Hakim volume 1 page 305 graded the words of Ibn Abbas claim that the verse of Mut'ah
included the words 'for a prescribed period' to be a Sahih narration. After recording the words
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of Ibn Abbas, reading the words 'for a prescribed period' in the verse he grades the narration
Sahih according to the criterion of Muslims. No Sunni can deny the status of Hakim within their
sect; the famous scholar Shah Waliyullah graded Hakim as the mujadid (reviver of the faith,
perhaps the highest praise that can be given to a Sunni 'alim by his community) in the fourth
century. In Izalathul Khifa p. 77 part 7, al Muhaddith Shah Waliyullah stated:
A Mujadid appears at the end of every century: The Mujtahid of the 1st century was
Imam of Ahlul Sunnah, Umar bin Abdul Aziz. The Mujadid of the 2nd century was
Imam of Ahlul Sunnah Muhammad Idrees Shaari the Mujadid of the 3rd century was
Imam of Ahlul Sunnah Abu Hasan Ashari the Mujadid of the 4rth century was Abu
Abdullah Hakim Nishapuri.
The scholar Shah Abdul Aziz relied heavily upon those narrations, which Hakim considered
Sahih. An example would be his argument, based upon a sahih narration of Hakim, that Abu
Bakr was stung by a scorpion while in the cave with the Holy Prophet (s), and that this
demonstrates his loyalty to the Prophet (s). Abdul Aziz uses this argument against the Shi'a. We
read in Taufa Ithna Ashari p. 82, Part 15 Muthaeen Abu Bakr
"A scorpion stung Abu Bakr hard twice, Hakim narrated this and graded this as
Sahih"
Now, if Abu Bakr's rank can be exalted by a Sahih narration in Mustadrak al Hakim as proof and
can be advanced against the Shi'a, then by the same token we have narrated a tradition
confirming the legitimacy of Mut'ah from the Quran narrated by Ibn Abbas with a Sahih chain
recorded by the same Hakim. Is it not the height of intellectual dishonesty to rely upon one
narration, and reject the other?
We have narrated the words of Ibn Abbas, his reading of the verse Mut'ah from al Hakim with a
Sahih chain. Suyuti also recorded the same narration and remained silent after recording it,
which serves as proof that the Ahlul Sunnah Ulama deemed this recitation to be halaal. If
Suyuti believed that the recitation of the Qur'an in this way was bid'a and polytheism, then why
did he not say this in his commentary? Why did he hold his silence in this matter? In the same
way the Sunni Ulama deem the silence of the Sahaba to constitute the acceptance of a practise,
we shall also rely on Suyuti's silence as his acceptance of Mut'ah as well as a belief in tahreef
(change) in the Holy Qur'an. According to Sunni fiqh, such recitations are permissible. We read
in Tafseer al Itqan Volume1 p. 03 Part 9 pages 26-27:
"There are differences concerning the reciting of additional words [outside the
Qur'anic verse], Qadhi Abu Tayib, and many other 'ulama held such recitals to be
permissible, Imam Abu Hanifa also adhered to this school of thought".
Does Dr. Salamah claim that he is more knowledgeable than these companions are? We have
seen that Abdullah ibn Mas'ud and Ubai ibn Ka'b are listed as some of those companions that
use to recite this verse in a way that made it clear that it referred to Mut'ah, and we read in
Bukhari from one of the companions:
"I heard the Holy Prophet saying, 'Take (Learn) the Qur'an from four: Abdullah bin
Masud, Salim, Mu'adh, and Ubai bin Ka'b'."

Sahih Bukhari Arabic - English Vol 6 hadith number 521

Now when these two great Sahaba both understood and recited the verse as referring to
Mut'ah then what right does this Enemy of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) have to claim it has nothing to
do with Mut'ah? We have cited 16 Sunni texts confirming the verse "istimatum" referred to
Mut'ah as well as 8 Sunni sources confirming that Mut'ah was halaal at the beginning of Islam.
Despite this we read comments from the likes of Founding father of Sipah-e-Sahaba Haq Nawaz
Jhangvi claiming:
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Jhangvi states:
THE MUSLIMS MAINTAIN THAT THERE CAN BE
NO REFERENCE TO SUCH A TEMPORARY
MARRIAGE OF PLEASURE IN THE QUR'AN
WHICH STANDS FOR MORAL EXCELLENCE AND
DEALS ONLY WITH NIKAH OR REGULAR
MARRIAGE, THE SHITTES CONTEND THAT
THERE IS A REFERENCE TO THIS FORM OF
MARRIAGE I.E. MUTA IN THE VERSE 24 OF
SURAH AL-NISA.

If to quote Jhangvi, Muslims do not ascribe to the view that no verse on Mut'ah exists in the
Qur'an then what can we say of these 16 Sunni scholars who in their Tafseer's stated the verse
referred to Mut'ah, were they kaffirs? And worse still what can we say of the great Sahaba such
as Ibn Abbas, Ibn Masud and Ubayy ibn Ka'b who believed that verse 24 of Surah Nisa referred
to Mut'ah, were they Rafidi Kaffirs? Jhangvi has openly defamed three companions of Rasulullah
(s) famed for their knowledge of the Qur'an. Since Sipah-e-Sahaba advocate that those that
defame the companions of Rasulullah (s) are apostates, their modern day Ulema clearly need to
pass an appropriate fatwa on their founder whose comments in effect suggest that three of the
esteemed Sahaba were kaffirs as they believed that there was a verse on Mut'ah in the Qur'an!
We ask these Nasibi if Mut'ah is shameless fornication and is it in fact prostitution - did
Rasulullah(s) allow his Companions to engage in shameless activity? Did the Sunni Ulama testify
to fornication being halaal? Clearly not. There is, therefore, no doubt that the Holy Qur'an has
acknowledged the permissibility of Mut'ah. Only a tiny handful of Sunni 'ulama have claimed
that verse 4:24 does not deal with Mut'ah, and we (as well as the Dr Salamah!) have firmly
established that the verse does deal with the subject of Mut'ah.

3.4

Quality of Sunni 'Ulama Ruling on the Impermissibility of Mut'ah

We may also take a brief look at the quality of the Sunni 'ulama writing on this issue:
Abu Ruqayyah writes:
After the opinions of the four Mazahib, we report
the opinions of scholars from other Mazahib
below.
Ibn Hazm said, "temporary marriage is not
permitted; this is a fixed marriage which was
permitted at the time of the Messenger (saww.),
then Allah superseded it through His Messenger
(saww.) until the day of resurrection."
Imam Shawkany: "We worship in accordance
with what we learnt from the Messenger (saww.),
and we have ascertained the authenticity of his
eternal prohibition of temporary marriage. The
fact that some companions were not aware of
this does not negate the large number of
companions who were aware and who have
acted upon the prohibition and proclaimed it."
Qady 'Ayyad said: "The scholars reached
consensus that temporary marriage was a
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marriage for a term with no inheritance, its
separation at the expiry of the term without
dispute, the consensus after this was that it was
prohibited according to all the scholars with the
exception of the rejecters. Ibn 'Abbas allowed it
until he became aware of the prohibition and
then forbade it and said: "If temporary marriage
takes place now, it is void regardless of whether
it had been consummated or not."
Imam Nawawy said: "The truth of the matter is
that it was permitted and prohibited on two
occasions. It was permitted before Khayber, then
prohibited, then permitted on the day of
liberation, the day of Awtas, then prohibited
forever after three days of the event."

Notice how the discussion begins: "We report the opinions of scholars from other Mazahib," i.e.,
from other than the four official schools of thought in Sunni Islam (Hanafi, Shafi'i, Maliki, and
Hanbali). Yet according to the standard Sunni view, anybody who is outside the four madhabs
is a disbeliever. This is one of the main accusations made against the Shi'a, i.e., that they have
split off from the Jamaa'ah (the majority) and are therefore outside of Islam. Yet in spite of
that, this Wahabi has no problem quoting the opinion of these 'ulama who, according to him,
are outside of the four schools of thought. Is this justice, or is this the work of somebody who
is taking an entirely bigoted approach to Shi'ism and the issue of Mut'ah?

3.5

Conclusion

When our detractors amongst Ahl as-Sunnah want to attack the Shi'a, they seek to describe
Mut'ah as prostitution. Such insults are a sickening practice that is insulting to the Prophet (s),
for we have proven that Mut'ah was both permitted in the Qur'an and practised widely by the
Muslims during his (s) time. In Sharh Nawawi, Volume 1 p. 102 on Nikah Mut'ah we also learn
that Ayesha gave the same fatwa as the Shi'a on Mut'ah. Hence, the train of insult and abuse
which is thrown at the Shi'a of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) should also fall onto Ayesha and her sister
Asma. If Mut'ah is prostitution then Ahl as-Sunnah need to apply an appropriate fatwa to the
daughters of Abu Bakr, both of whom believed in Mut'ah, and especially on 'Asma who
practised it. This is not reasonable, but such unintentional slanders against the wife and sisterin-law of the Prophet (s) are the results of bigoted attacks on Mut'ah, attacks which have no
basis in Qur'an, Sunnah, or reason.
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4. The Argument that Mut'ah is Immoral
In spite of the fact that Mut'ah is legislated in the Holy Qur'an, there are those who have
attempted to argue that Mut'ah is immoral, illegitimate, and leads to fornication. One of the
main problems in all debates surrounding the legitimacy of Mut'ah is the degree to which
people's minds have been clouded on this issue. If one goes into a debate believing that
temporary marriage is fundamentally immoral, than it will be impossible for such a person to
accept the Qur'anic and hadeeth proofs for its legitimacy. Such a person has already closed off
his mind to the truth, and no amount of Islamic evidence will be able to sway him. A critical
issue which needs to be dealt with, then, is whether or not Mut'ah constitutes a moral outrage,
or whether (as the Prophet and Imams (as) have taught) Mut'ah is a blessing and grace (lutf)
given by Allah (swt) to the believers.
The Wahabi author Dr. Salamah wrote the following about Mut'ah:
Dr Salamah states:
"Except for these, all others are lawful, provided
you seek them [in marriage] with gifts from your
property, desiring chastity, not lust. So for
whatever you have enjoyed from them, give
them their compensation as an obligation."
(4:22) This verse clearly emphasizes the concept
of chastity through regular marriage. Mut'ah, on
the other hand, is an open license for sexual
pleasure with as many women as one can
financially afford. The women who engage in
Mut'ah are hired women; thus, it can be
performed with all women irrespective of their
age, character, conduct or religion. It requires no
witnesses, nor is there any obligation on the
man's part to provide food and shelter to the
woman. The only precondition is that the woman
agrees to the price and the length of the Mut'ah
and that the man pays her the compensation
when he has relations with her. One can discern
for himself whether such a practice leads to sheer
promiscuity or promotes chastity.
www.islamicweb.com

This argument is thoroughly non-sensical. If the author means to imply that Mut'ah is bad
because the woman could be considered to have the status of a "hired woman," than certainly
the purchase of concubines (slave-girls) should be even worse, since such woman are "bought."
A man may buy as many concubines as he wishes, nor does the purchase of a concubine
require witnesses; in fact, it does not even require a reading of seegah an-Nikah. Rather, the
woman is automatically halaal to the one who purchases her. In al Muhalla Volume 6, part 9,
page 467), Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Ibn Hazm affirmed this stating:
Ibn Hazm states:
"No one is allowed to wed to more than four
women, but he is permitted however, in addition
to them he can purchase as many women as he
wants"
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All Muslims agree on this fact, as it is certainly referred to by the Qur'an:
Successful are the believers, who are filled with awe in their salat, who turn away
from vein talk, who give in charity, and who protect their chastity, except with their
wives *OR* those whom their right hands possess.

Al-Qur'an, Surah 23, Ayah 1-7

There is also no limit as to the number of slave-women that one may possess, and even the
Prophet (s) was allowed to take slave-woman after he was prohibited from marrying any more
wives:
"No woman are permitted to you [the Prophet] in the future, nor is it allowed for
you to change your wives for other women, even if there beauty may stun thee,
except for those whom your right hand possess".

Al-Qur'an, Surah 33,Ayah 52

Clearly, then, marriage is not the only form of halaal sexual activity in Islam. Slave-girls are not
wives; otherwise Allah (swt) would not have used the word "or" (au). Yet what the Wahabis are
arguing is that the only form of sexual relation that is not fornication, which does not contradict
chastity, is permanent marriage (Nikah). Yet the poverty of this argument is made unavoidably
clear by these words of Allah (swt). Is the permissibility of sexual relations between slavemaster and slave-girl, then, what the Wahabis would call "an open license for sexual pleasure
with as many women as one can financially afford"? We know from fiqh that the only limit on
the number of concubines one may purchase is his financial strength. Yet such a relationship
would seem to fall precisely in line with the condemnation that these Wahabis have issued
against Mut'ah, viz., that "it is an open license for sexual pleasure with as many women as one
can financially afford." Put in its most basic terms, the permissibility of concubinage is nothing
other than this: yet all agree that it is halaal, and its permissibility is born witness to again and
again in the Holy Qur'an. If the Wahabis seek to deny that this verse refers to the permissibility
of a slave-master having sexual relations with his slave-woman without a marriage, then they
should refer to Ibn Kathir, who writes about this verse:
(And those who guard their private parts. Except from their wives and their right
hand possessions, for then, they are free from blame. But whoever seeks beyond
that, then those are the transgressors.) means, those who protect their private
parts from unlawful actions and do not do that which Allah has forbidden;
fornication and homosexuality, and do not approach anyone except the wives whom
Allah has made permissible for them or their right hand possessions from the
captives. One who seeks what Allah has made permissible for him is not to be
blamed and there is no sin on him.
Reference at Tafsir.com
Yet the Wahabis are claiming that there is sin on such a person, for he has entered into a
sexual relationship outside of "regular marriage." Furthermore, the right of a slave-master over
his slave-girls is so strong that the slave-master even has the right to break the marriage of his
slave-girls and take them for himself, as referred to in the same set of verses under discussion:
"Also prohibited to you are all married women, except those whom your right hand
possesses".

Al-Qur'an, Surah An-Nisa, Ayah 24

Ibn Kathir, the oft-quoted Mufassir who is beloved by the Wahabi movement, writes:
Allah said: "(Also (forbidden are) women already married, except those whom your
right hands possess.) The Ayah means, you are prohibited from marrying women
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who are already married, (except those whom your right hands possess) except
those whom you acquire through war, for you are allowed such women after making
sure they are not pregnant. Imam Ahmad recorded that Abu Sa`id Al-Khudri said,
"We captured some women from the area of Awtas who were already married, and
we disliked having sexual relations with them because they already had husbands.
So, we asked the Prophet about this matter, and this Ayah was revealed: "(Also
(forbidden are) women already married, except those whom your right hands
possess). Consequently, we had sexual relations with these women."
This is the wording collected by At-Tirmidhi An-Nasa'i, Ibn Jarir and Muslim in his
Sahih.
Reference at Tafsir.com
As such, we see that Islam has allowed a form of sexual practice that is not considered to be
marriage, and furthermore has given this relationship precedence over the marriage
relationship. The Wahabi authors continually return to the moral importance of permanent
marriage, and insult all other forms of sexual relation, which Islam has allowed. Is concubinage
debauchery? Is it fornication, and evil, because it violates the institution of Nikah? A man may
buy as many slave women as he wants, and in most cases sell them when it suits him. He may
even take a slave woman who is already married, by cancelling her marriage and taking her for
himself. Is this debauchery? The Wahabis attempt to claim the moral high ground on the issue
of Mut'ah inevitably leads them to insult other practices which all Muslims (Sunni and Shi'a)
agree is halaal.
In any case, the fact that the author is insulting the practice of Mut'ah is, even according to
Sunni belief, a direct insult on the Holy Prophet (s). The Wahabi author is making a basically
ethical argument that Mut'ah is the same as fornication, and is therefore prohibited. However,
until recent years absolutely none of the Sunni 'ulama ever denied its original permissibility.
Until the coming of the Wahabi movement, the Sunni argument was always that Mut'ah was
abrogated, but that it was originally permissible. Ibn Kathir writes:
"Mujahid stated that, (So with those among them whom you have enjoyed, give
them their required due,) was revealed about the Mut`ah marriage. A Mut`ah
marriage is a marriage that ends upon a predetermined date. In the Two Sahihs, it
is recorded that the Leader of the Faithful `Ali bin Abi Talib said, "The Messenger of
Allah prohibited Mut`ah marriage and eating the meat of domesticated donkeys on
the day of Khayber (battle).'' In addition, in his Sahih, Muslim recorded that ArRabi` bin Sabrah bin Ma`bad Al-Juhani said that his father said that he
accompanied the Messenger of Allah during the victory of Makkah, and that the
Prophet said, (O people! I allowed you the Mut`ah marriage with women before.
Now, Allah has prohibited it until the Day of Resurrection. Therefore, anyone who
has any women in Mut`ah, let him let them go, and do not take anything from what
you have given them.) Allah's statement, (but if you agree mutually (to give more)
after the requirement (has been determined), there is no sin on you.) is similar to
His other statement".
Reference at Tafsir.com
As such, Ibn Kathir, who is quoted again and again by Wahabi authors and who was known for
his staunch hatred of the Shi'as, states clearly that it was originally permissible. Ayatullah
Maghniyah also discusses many references for this reality in the Sunni books:
We find in Sahih al-Bukhari, volume nine, the section on marriage, that the Prophet (s) said to
his companions during some of the wars:
"You have been given permission to do Mut'ah, so do Mut'ah".
"A man and woman come together and agree to intimacy for three nights. If they
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desire to increase then they may increase, and if they desire to leave it, they may
leave it."
We find also in Sahih al-Muslim, vol. 2, the chapter on Mut'ah, that Jabir ibn 'Abd Allah al-Ansari
narrates:
We did Mut'ah on the covenant of the Prophet (s) and Abu Bakr and 'Umar." On the
same page we find another hadeeth from Jabir, where he adds: "But then 'Umar
forbid us from this."
After we have established that the Muslims have all agreed on the legislation and permissibility
of Mut'ah in the covenant of the Glorious Prophet (s), they disagree as to when it was made
impermissible. Did it become haram after the Allah the Glorious made it halaal? The Sunnis
would argue that it was abrogated, and made haram after permission was given for it. Ibn Hajir
Al-'Asqalani writes in his Fath al-Bari fi Sharh Sahih al-Bukhari, volume 11, p. 70 of the 1989
edition:
"We have numerous ahadith which are explicit in prohibiting Mut'ah after
permission was given for it."
In the sixth volume of Kitab al-Maghni of Ibn Qadamah, page 645, third edition:
"Imam Shafi'i said: I don't know anything that Allah permitted, then forbid, then
permitted, then forbid again except Mut'ah"
The Shi'a say: All of the Muslims are agreed on the permissibility of Mut'ah, but they only
disagree on its abrogation. This abrogation is not based on certainty, and we cannot deny
Mut'ah based merely on whim or doubt. This abrogation must be based on certainty, and yet
we have many narrations from the Ahl al-Bayt (as) that say that there was no such abrogation.
Much of this is mentioned by Hurr al-'Amali in his Wasa'il. These narrations include the following
hadeeth of Imam as-Sadiq (as), where he was asked if anything had come to abrogate the ayat
of Mut'ah. He said: "No, and if it had not been denied by 'Umar, then no one would
fornicate except a truly wretched person"
Reference at Mutah.com
Elsewhere, the issue of whether or not Mut'ah was abrogated is discussed. But here, the
Wahabi is making a claim that Mut'ah is fundamentally evil, even though the Sunni 'ulama have
all acknowledge that it was originally halaal. The question that must be asked, then, is this: do
the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) believe that Allah (swt) permits fornication and debauchery?
If so, then they are contradicting the express text of the Holy Qur'an where Allah (swt) says:
Allah does not order debauchery (fuhsha)

Al-Qur'an, Surah 7, Ayah 28

Yet we read in Sahih Bukhari that the Holy Prophet (s) ordered the Muslims to do Mut'ah:
You have been given permission to do Mut'ah, so do Mut'ah

Bukhari Volume7 , Book 62 , Number52

The Wahabi Muhsin Khan translates it as follows:
You have been allowed to do the Mut'ah (marriage), so do it.
Sahih Bukhari, Translation by Muhsin Khan at USC.edu The Online Bukhari
Answering the claim that Mut'ah was gradually outlawed as the Sahaba needed to adjust from
Jahiliyya to Islam
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Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Yusuf al-Qaradawi in his article on Nikah, takes the opportunity to
attack the concept of Mut'ah and advances this rational:
Yusuf al Qaradawi states:
"The reason it was permitted in the beginning
was that the Muslims were passing through what
might be called a period of transition from
jahiliyyah to Islam. Fornication was very common
and widespread among the pre-Islamic Arabs.
After the advent of Islam, when they were
required to go on military expeditions, they were
under great pressure as a result of being absent
from their wives for long periods of time. Among
the Believers were some who were strong in faith
and others who were weak".

Similarly the Islamic Voice Magazine, in their article on Mut'ah claimed:
Islamic Voice Magazine states:
History tells us that the Prophet (Pbuh) permitted
Muta' on a few occasions of long collective
journeys but finally forbade it forever in 10 AH
after the last Hajj in his lifetime. The Nikah of
Muta' (Contract of marriage for a limited period)
was an ancient practice among Arabs. Arabs
were sunk in fornication and adultery while Islam
did not permit sexual relations outside the
genuine wedlock. The binding was so harsh on
them that sensing their weakness, the Prophet
(Pbuh) permitted them on four occasions of long
journeys, the Muta' which had a social sanction in
their eyes. He had sensed that all of them could
not bear to keep away from women for months
so the temporary permission of Muta' was
granted as it was better than indiscriminate sex.
It may be noted that the permission of Muta' was
on all four occasions granted on long journeys.
There is not one occasion when the Prophet
announced the permission while in town. It is a
matter of interpretation whether the permission
remained in force after those journeys or not.
Those who believe in Muta's prohibition should
also learn from the Prophet (Pbuh) the wisdom of
gradually implementing the laws that are hard to
practise for the beginners.

4.1

Reply - Had the Sahaba still not abandoned the traits of jahiliyya
in the 8th Hijri?

The comments of Qaradawi and Islamic Voice Magazine are indeed an insult of the noble
companions, were they still embedded in jahiliyya, at the time of the conquest of Makka in the
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8th Hijri or as Islamic Voice claim 10th Hijri? Are these authors suggesting that the great
Sahaba who were willing to sacrifice their lives / possessions upon every order of Rasulullah (s)
were (at this late stage of the Prophetic mission) so influenced by the practises of jahiliyya that
they could not control their sex drives upon an order of Rasulullah (s)? Is it not insulting to
suggest that as Qaradawi suggests, this 'period of transition from jahiliyya to Islam' had not
been attained by the Sahaba in 8 Hijri, just two years before the death of Rasulullah (s)?
According to the Islamic Voice magazine the beloved Sahaba were so 'weak' that Rasulullah (s)
'sensed that all of them could not bear to keep away from women for months so the temporary
permission of Mut'ah'. Both authors are suggesting that the same Sahaba that had turned their
back on their families, who would willingly accept every word of Rasulullah (s) without raising
any objections, were unable to let go of the jahiliyya practise of Mut'ah. And what can we say
about Islamic Voice comments 'Those who believe in Muta's prohibition should also learn from
the Prophet (Pbuh) the wisdom of gradually implementing the laws that are hard to practise for
the beginners'. Were the Sahaba who stood shoulder to shoulder with Rasulullah (s) who
(according to Sunni accounts) always stood faithfully at his side through thick and thin were
merely 'beginners' when Mut'ah was banned at the time of the Farewell Pilgrimage in the 10th
Hijri? Are comments such as these not slurs against the Sahaba?
Answering the claim that Mut'ah was gradually outlawed in the same way that alcohol and
usury was
Yusuf al Qaradawi states:
"We may recall that the Qur'an adopted a gradual
course in prohibiting intoxicants and usury, as
these two evils were widespread and deeply
rooted in the jahili society. In the same manner
the Prophet (peace be on him) adopted a course
of gradualism in the matter of sex, at first
permitting temporary marriage as a step leading
away from fornication and adultery, and at the
same time coming closer to the permanent
marriage relationship".

The Islamic Voice journal made similar comments:
Islamic Voice states:
"The gradual implementation of prohibition of sex
outside (permanent) marriage can be compared
with the gradual implementation of prohibition of
intoxicants. Though the wines were never
permitted in any Shariah of any prophet, the total
prohibition was imposed in three stages. The
difference between the prohibition of intoxicants
and the prohibition of illegal sex is that while the
former was implemented in stages by Qur'an, the
Prophet (naturally with the consent of Allah) was
also instrumental in its phased implementation in
case of latter".

4.2

Reply

Our response to such logic is there is a world of difference between allowing a practise to
continue, and ordering a practise to be carried out. We challenge al Qaradawi, the Islamic Voice
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editor and other followers of Mu'awiya:
'Show us a single hadith wherein Rasulullah (s) had instructed the Sahaba to gamble, drink
alcohol or eat pork'.
If Rasulullah (s) had issued an edict allowing for the practise of Mut'ah on a joyous occasion
such as the victory of Makka, why did he not also order Sahaba to also indulge themselves in
gambling and alcohol consumption and swine meat also? After all, Dr Salamah's logic suggests
that Mut'ah is prostitution, gambling is not worse than prostitution so why didn't Rasulullah (s)
authorise this type of indulgence?
We will debate elsewhere whether or not Mut'ah was abrogated; the point is that all Sunni
'ulama have acknowledge that temporary marriage was halaal, and we read in the hadeeth
literature that the Prophet (s) even commanded it. Are all the Companions who narrated these
hadeeth liars? Are they condemned as disbelievers for implying that the Prophet (s) ordered
debauchery? Even if we reject this hadeeth, as Wahabis always do when confronted with their
own hadeeth literature, we are still faced with the verse of Qur'an:
"Allah does not order debauchery (fuhsha)".
The issuing of permission for Mut'ah qualifies as an "order." It may not be an order that is
wajib, in the sense that Allah (swt) has made Mut'ah obligatory, but any issuance of this kind
qualifies as an order (Amr), in this sense that Allah (swt) has made a command and established
something in reality, namely that Mut'ah is halaal. We see that Allah (swt) says:
Indeed, His command (Amr) is such that, if He desires something, than all He must
say to it is: "Be!" And it exists!

Al-Qur'an, Surah 36, Ayah 82

As such, anything that is given existence is something which Allah (swt) has commanded, and
just as He has commanded the creation of the heavens and the Earth, so He commands that
certain things are haram, certain things are wajib, and certain things are halaal. The command
that Mut'ah is halaal is one of these, and there is no doubt from this if we read the Holy Qur'an
with sincerity. There is no doubt, then, that according to the Sunnis the permissibility of Mut'ah
existed, and so therefore its permissibility was commanded to be. However, the Wahabis are
claiming that Mut'ah is debauchery. Do they not then, believe that Allah (swt) does order
debauchery? Their attacks on Mut'ah demonstrate the ultimate contempt for the Holy Prophet
(s) and for the Qur'an. By believing that Mut'ah is debauchery while simultaneously being
forced to acknowledge at least its original permissibility, they are ascribing injustice and
debauchery to Allah (swt). This is out and out kufr, without a doubt.

4.3

Lies and Forgeries of the Wahabi Author

After the author expresses his contempt for Islam, the Holy Prophet (s) and his family, and
Allah (swt) Himself, he then moves on to make the most obvious lies about the Ahl al-Bayt (as)
in order to justify his belief that Mut'ah is a fundamentally immoral act. He resorts to the most
incredible distortions of Islamic law. Indeed, Ayatullah Maghniyah has emphasized that it is
obligatory on the 'ulama to dispel the misconceptions created by such confused individuals. In
the opening section on his chapter on Mut'ah in his Fiqh al-Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq (as), he
mentions some of the common distortions and lies presented by many pseudo-Muslims, and
mentions some of the exact same lies made by the Wahabi author under discussion:
There has been much talk, past and present, about Mut'ah. Much of this discussion
has revolved around the question of whether or not this is halaal according to
Islamic law. Indeed, many people believe that Mut'ah is a kind of fornication,
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because they are ignorant about its realities. They believe that the child of Mut'ah
amongst the Shi'a are not entitled to inheritance from his father, and is not entitled
to any of the things that his brothers who were borne from a permanent marriage
would be entitled to. They believe that there is no waiting period after the end of
Mut'ah, or that it is permissible for a woman to be passed from man to man by
merely ending the allotted period of time in Mut'ah. Because of these beliefs, people
accuse Mut'ah of being something evil, and deny its permissibility. As such, it is
obligatory on the clergy that they seek to enlighten the minds of people, especially
in matters of religion, and guide them to the truth, which is denied by fanatics and
zealots, and of those people who have lost their reason and religion. We see that
Mut'ah is something accepted by the Shi'a as something that is not an innovated
opinion created in certain times and situations.
Reference at Mutah.com

4.4

Inheritance of Mut'ah Child

One of the lies that Dr Salamah resorts to is the argument that a child is not entitled to
inheritance if he is born from Mut'ah. He quotes the following "hadeeth" of the Imams (as):
Dr Salamah states:
The narrator asked Imam [sic] Baqir about the
women of Mut'ah. The Imam said, "She is not
among those four [women classified as wives]
because she neither needs a divorce, nor is [a
child born of her] entitled to any inheritance. She
is like a hired woman!"

Notice that the words "a child born of her" have been placed in brackets. This is because the
phrase does not occur at all in the original text! Rather, the hadeeth reads:
Muhammad ibn Muslim asked Imam al-Baqir (as) about Mut'ah. The Imam (as) said:
"She is not considered to be one of the four, because she cannot be divorced nor can
she inherit. Indeed, she is a hired woman.

Wasa'il ash-Shi'a, vol. 21, pp. 18-19, hadeeth #26409
The hadeeth in Arabic reads:

اﻟﺒﺎﻗﺮ( ( ﻋﻦ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻣﺴﻠﻢ ﻋﻦ أﺑﻲ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ
 ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻣﻦ اﻷرﺑﻊ ﻻﻧّﻬﺎ ﻻ: ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎﻟﺴﻼم ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﺔ
هﻲ ﻣﺴﺘﺄﺟﺮة ﺗﻄﻠّﻖ و ﻻ ﺗﺮث و إﻧّﻤﺎ
Anybody with the most rudimentary understanding of the Arabic language sees that the verb
inherit (turath) is being used in the feminine form, with the letter "ta" at the beginning. There is
no doubt that it refers to the women, not to the child. In fact, there is absolutely nothing here
about the child not inheriting, and in fact a child is not even mentioned. Nor are the words
"women classified as wives" mentioned in the hadeeth; this is another blatant act of tahreef.
Unable to mount a successful argument, and humiliatingly contradicting himself on the ayat alMut'ah, the author has now moved on to blatant lies. It is well known amongst the Shi'a that
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the child of Mut'ah is considered legitimate and has all rights of inheritance. Ayatullah
Maghniyah writes:
"…the children of a temporary marriage are like the children of a permanent
marriage in terms of inheritance and support, and all the rights which accrue to a
child. A person asked Imam as-Sadiq (as) about what happens if a woman he is
doing Mut'ah with becomes pregnant, to which he said: "That child is your child."
Reference at Mutah.com
The sincere reader should now ask himself: if the prohibition on Mut'ah is so clear, then why
does the author have to use lies in order to defame the Family of the Prophet (s)? Why does he
have to engage in forging ahadith? The answer is clear: because there is no sound argument
for the prohibition on Mut'ah.

4.5

Iddah (Waiting Period) in Mut'ah Marriage

One of the biggest propaganda methods of Nasibis is this that there is no "Iddah" (waiting
period) in Mut'ah, so it's prostitution. But this is a blatant lie, as there are tens of Ahadith,
which show that woman must observe 'iddah before engaging in Mut'ah marriage. And
similarly, woman has to observe 'iddah after the Mut'ah, before she can remarry. [We will
discuss on this accusation later in this chapter]
When Nasibis don't find any such hadith (either in Sunni Sources or Shi'a sources), they try to
deceive people by misquoting the Ahadith. Dr. Salamah has made such further deception in his
article. He quotes the following hadeeth about the marriage formula for Mut'ah:
Dr Salamah states:
When Hisham Salim asked how one should
contract Mut'ah, Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq answered
that one should say, "I am marrying you for this
period of time for this amount of money. When
the prescribed period is over, there will be
annulment, and there will be no 'iddah after this."

The author has, once again, lied. The hadeeth contends several important words which Dr.
Salamah has failed to include. The actual hadeeth reads "There is no 'iddah for you upon me
('alayya). What this means is that, just as in Nikah, if the man decides to re-marry the woman
during her 'iddah than this is allowed to him, whereas it is not allowed to anybody else. This
means that the woman must finish her 'iddah before marrying another person, whereas she
does not have to observe 'iddah if she is going to re-marry her previous husband. There is no
difference in this regard between permanent or temporary marriage, and Sunni fiqh makes the
same conditions for a permanent marriage. It is shocking, but in spite of Dr. Salamah
presenting himself as an Islamic scholar he seems to be incapable of telling the truth.
If the author is attempting to imply that Shi'as believe that there is no 'iddah for a Mut'ah in
which sexual relations occur, then he clearly did not even read the next hadeeth on the page of
Al-Kafi or Wasa'il where this hadeeth occurred:
Abu Basir (one of the companions of Imam as-Sadiq (as)) said: "It is necessary that
one say the following conditions: I marry you in a Mut'ah for such and such number
of days, and for such and such number of dirhams, seeking marriage and not
fornication, based on the book of Allah and the Sunnah of his Prophet, and that I
will not inherit from her nor will she inherit for me, and that she await an 'iddah of
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45 days, and some say: One menstrual cycle.

Wasai'l, vol. 21, p. 44, hadeeth #26489

Furthermore, we have numerous narrations' stating the 'iddah of a woman after a Mut'ah has
finished, viz.:
Imam as-Sadiq (as) was asked about the 'iddah of Mut'ah, to which he said: "If she
menstruates, then one menstrual cycle, and if she does not menstruate, then one
and a half months."

Wasa'il, vol. 21, p. 51, hadeeth #26509

Imam ar-Rida (as) said: Imam al-Baqir (as) said that the 'iddah of Mut'ah is 45
days, and the precaution is 45 nights.

Wasa'il, vol. 21, p. 51-52, hadeeth #26510

Imam as-Sadiq (as) was asked about the 'iddah of Mut'ah, to which he said: 45
days, or a proper menstrual cycle.

Wasa'il, vol. 21, p. 52, hadeeth #26512

Abd ar-Raham ibn al-Hajjaj asked Imam as-Sadiq (as) about a woman who marries
in Mut'ah, and then the period finishes. He asked: Does she have an 'iddah? The
Imam (as) said: "She must observe an 'iddah of 45 days."

Wasa'il, vol. 21, p. 52, hadeeth #26513

Muhammad ibn Abi Nasr said: "I heard Imam ar-Rida (as) saying: Imam al-Baqir (as)
said that the 'iddah of Mut'ah is a menstrual cycle."
Finally, there has always been universal consensus (ijma') between the Shi'a Fuquha about the
'iddah of Mut'ah. Ayatullah Maghniyah sums up this position when he writes:
The woman who does Mut'ah must observe a waiting period after the end of the
time of the temporary marriage, though there is no waiting period if there has been
no sexual relations. This is the same as in a permanent marriage, when a woman is
divorced without sexual relations. A woman in a permanent marriage and
temporary one must both observe the complete waiting period if her husband dies,
whether or not there has been sexual relations.
Reference at Mutah.com
Here, we see a number of hadeeths (and there are many more) where the Imams (as) discuss
the ruling on 'iddah. The Wahabi author has chosen to ignore all of these hadeeths, however,
and focus on a single narration that does not refer to a Mut'ah where there are sexual relations.
Even if we are to assume that the hadeeth does refer to a Mut'ah with sexual relations, it would
obviously be rejected as it conflicts with mutawattir narration's establishing the 'iddah of
Mut'ah. Furthermore, none of the Shi'a 'ulama have ever ruled that there is no 'iddah for Mut'ah
or that a child does not inherit. These are superstitions that any knowledgeable Shi'a knows to
be false, and the Wahabi author should be ashamed for not even referencing the complete
hadeeth literature or the fatwas of the Shi'a 'ulama. A sincere reader must ask: why has the
Wahabi author attempted to conceal these narration's, and why has he attempted to trick his
readers into believing that Shi'as believe that there is absolutely no 'iddah for Mut'ah? The
author is engaged in incredible acts of deceit which cannot be denied.
Furthermore, the Wahabi Dr. Salamah is entirely contradicted by the writings of another Sunni
on Mut'ah, in an article at Islamic Voice Magazine. He writes:
Islamic Voice states:
History tells us that the Prophet (Pbuh) permitted
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Muta' on a few occasions of long collective
journeys but finally forbade it forever in 10 AH
after the last Hajj in his lifetime. The Nikah of
Muta' (Contract of marriage for a limited period)
was an ancient practice among Arabs. Arabs
were sunk in fornication and adultery while Islam
did not permit sexual relations outside the
genuine wedlock. The binding was so harsh on
them that sensing their weakness, the Prophet
(Pbuh) permitted them on four occasions of long
journeys, the Muta' which had a social sanction in
their eyes. He had sensed that all of them could
not bear to keep away from women for months
so the temporary permission of Muta' was
granted as it was better than indiscriminate sex.
It may be noted that the permission of Muta' was
on all four occasions granted on long journeys.
There is not one occasion when the Prophet
announced the permission while in town. It is a
matter of interpretation whether the permission
remained in force after those journeys or not.
Those who believe in Muta's prohibition should
also learn from the Prophet (Pbuh) the wisdom of
gradually implementing the laws that are hard to
practise for the beginners. Muta' possessed some
psychological, social and moral respectability over
unattatched sex. Firstly the psychological word of
Nikah was attached to it. Secondly there was
provision of Mehar for the woman in Muta'.
Thirdly woman was required to pass the waiting
period (Iddat) after the expiry of temporary
marriage so that the parentage of the child (if the
woman became pregnant) could be known. The
child born out of Muta' was considered legitimate
and was accepted as legal heir of his father.

Here, we see that Mut'ah was considered a legitimate Nikah, that there was dowry, that there
was 'iddah, and that the child was considered legitimate. If it was considered a legitimate Nikah
then, why is it so impossible for it to be considered a legitimate Nikah now?

4.6

Mut'ah with Christians/Jews Women

Another lie of the Wahabi author is this:
Wahabi author:
Mut'ah is allowed with all types of women. She
may be a virgin, married, widowed or may belong
to any sect, group or religion. She may be a
Christian, Jew or Muslim.34 However, Mut'ah
with a Majusi (Magian) woman is permissible only
when one is helpless.

Does this Nasibi have any idea what he is talking about? Let us read the fatwa of Ayatullah
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Maghniyah:
…it is necessary that in both kinds of marriages the women must be mature, of
sound-mind, and be free from any kinds of prohibitions on marriage. It is not
permissible to marry a married woman, nor is it permissible to marry a woman who
is in the waiting period of divorce or death, and not with a woman with whom
marriage is forbidden because of family relationship, marriage or nursing. It is not
permissible to marry a polytheist. Similarly, it is not permissible for the woman to
marry any one except a Muslim who does not have any prohibitions on him in terms
of marriage.
Reference at Mutah.com
The author has heaped lie upon lie. No Shi'a has ever argued that it is permissible to do Mut'ah
with a married women, nor with a polytheist. As far as it being allowed to perform Mut'ah with
a Christian, or Jew, then how can anybody criticize this when Allah (swt) says:
Lawful to you are the chaste women from the believers, and the chaste woman from
those who have been given the Book from before you [i.e., the People of the Book,
Christians and Jews].

Al-Qur'an, Ayah 5, Surah 5

This Nasibi should know that many of the Sahaba that he venerates had Jewish and Christian
wives. Abu Bakr Jasas cites the names of the Sahaba and Taabi'een who had such wives, in his
Tafseer Ahkaam al Qur'an Volume 1 page 333 [Beirut edition]:
"A group from amongst the Sahaba and Taabi'een married women from the people
of the Book. Uthman married a Christian called Naila, Talha bin Ubaydullah married
a Syrian Jew, Hudhayfa bin Yamani also married a Jewish woman, amongst the
Taabi'een, Hasan al Basri, Ibraheem Nakh'ai and Shaybee also married women from
Ahl'ul Kitab.
We have no knowledge of anyone amongst the Sahaba and Taabi'een who deemed
marriage with the people of the Book to be haraam, on the contrary Uthman, Talha,
Hudhaifa married Jewish women, if the Sahaba deemed such a marriage to be a sin,
they would have opposed such marriages, this proves that all the Sahaba agreed to
this type of union".
Putting all this non-sense aside, these enemies of the Ahl al-bayt (as) have not insulted the
Shi'a, but rather have insulted the Prophet (s). For they believe, contrary to the truth, that the
Prophet (s) himself allowed Mut'ah with polytheists. The Allamah Ismaee writes:
Allamah Ismaee states:
In fact the Mut'ah permitted occasionally before
its final prohibitions did not require the female to
be a Muslim or even one from the People of the
Book which makes it completely distinguished
from marriage.

Now the Shi'a reject this belief altogether. However, according to these enemies of the Ahl alBayt (as), the Prophet (s) permitted temporary marriage with polytheists. This is obvious
immorality, and in complete contrast to the explicit text of the Qur'an; yet this does not stop
them from attributing it to the Holy Prophet (s). Who, then, is supporting immorality, and who
is not?
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4.7

The Qiyas Argument: Comparing Mut'ah to Zina

One of the main arguments used by the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) is that Mut'ah does not
practically differ in any way from fornication. Our above study has already demonstrated the
fallacious nature of this argument: Mut'ah involves dowry, inheritance, legitimization of children,
and a marriage contract, all of which are hallmarks of the Islamic marriage institute.
Nonetheless, Sunni and Wahabi 'ulama who have becomes obsessed with denying the Mercy of
Mut'ah make a concerted attempt to argue that Mut'ah is no different from zina. If we lay bare
all of these arguments, they all revolve around a fundamental point: both zina and Mut'ah
involve sexual intercourse. Therefore, through a strange application of Qiyas (analogical
reasoning, something the Prophet (s) and Imams (as) forbade), the conclusion of these
scholars is that Mut'ah must be haram. Several Sunni 'ulama have presented this argument,
which demonstrates not only their inability to disprove Mut'ah based on Qur'an and Sunnah, but
also the corrupt methods which the Sunni schools of law use in deducing law. We are therefore
refuting the Qiyas comparisons between Zina and Mut'ah, that can be found in the following
esteemed works:
Taufa Ithna Ashari by Al Muhaddith Shah Abdul Aziz Dehlavi
Hurmut Mut'ah, by Muhammad'Ali Junbur
Hurmut Mut'ah by Husayn Surwandhi
Tahqeeq Mut'ah by Mufti Bashir Ahmed Sayrpuri
Muta ya Zina? By Allama Ahmad Wasaya

Qiyas 1: Mut'ah and Zina both involve sex, therefore both are haram
This is a strange argument indeed, yet we read it in the books of Sunni 'ulama. We read in
Taufa Ithna Ashari p. 03 Part 10, the Chapter of the Muthaeen Umar:
Our comment on Zina and Mut'ah, both are a means of sexual release, a means of
control of sexual urge, both are haram.
We read in Allamah Muhammad Ismaee's 'The Difference between the Shi'ah and the Muslims
who follow the Sunnah' the following argument as well:
Allamah Ismaee states:
Brothers and sisters, is there any difference
between a woman lending her body for a few
minutes as in prostitution or for a few days or
months as in Mut'ah, since both are temporary?
Don't you think that the permission of Mut'ah
today would humiliate our sisters, open the doors
for playmates and finally destroy the concept of
family in Islam? Remember the Shi'ah scholars of
high status rarely allow their female relatives to
practice Mut'ah in order to avoid humiliation. In
fact the Mut'ah permitted occasionally before its
final prohibitions did not require the female to be
a Muslim or even one from the People of the
Book which makes it completely distinguished
from marriage. How could a Muslim legalize such
a type of illegal relationship for Muslims or
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practice it himself? What is the difference
between fornication today and Mut'ah in terms of
their purposes? Aren't both to satisfy the sexual
desires alone?

This type of argument shows the utter paucity of Qiyas, and why Allah (swt) has forbidden its
use in Islam. By this argument all forms of marriage become haram, which is obviously nonsense. In any case, if sexual release is fornication and therefore essentially evil, then why do
we read in Tafseer Ibn Katheer, Volume 1 p. 74
"There's no doubt the in the outset of Islam, Mut'ah was allowed under the
Shari'ah".
Similarly in 'Nur al-Yaqin' page 207 " Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Shaykh al-Khudary said:
"The contractual marriage, which was a marriage for a definite time, had been
practiced since the inception of Islam" (p. 207).
At this stage we can only ask for justice: if there is no distinction between Mut'ah and zina, why
was Zina, deemed to be lawful and halaal for the Companions? Why were Sahaba given the
green light to indulge themselves in prostitution? Does Ibn Kathir leave Islam for arguing that
Mut'ah was originally halaal, and therefore ascribing the sin of prostitution to the Holy Prophet
(s)? None of these arguments hold any logic.
In any case, the statement of Imam Radhi in his Tafseer Kabeer, Volume 3 p. 97, refutes this
strange Qiyas given by the author of Taufa Ithna Ashari:
Abu Bakr says Zina refers to means of releasing sexual urge, and children have no
rights. Mut'ah is also presented in such a manner…Verily Mut'ah is a means of
releasing sexual frustration, but this is a means that the Shari'ah has prescribed,
and if someone says Mut'ah is haram, such an argument cannot be advanced.
To those Nasibis who equate with Mut'ah with Zina, we suggest they look at the comments of
their great Sunni Imam Radhi, who refuted such comments. The Qiyas that is presented is
utterly without basis: What these enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) seem to be arguing is that
anything done solely for the sake of releasing sexual desire is haram. Since Mut'ah is
supposedly only for releasing sexual desire (and obviously this may not be the case, as there
are many reasons why a man and woman might contract a temporary marriage), then Mut'ah is
haram. But if this logic is true, and if it is true that anything done solely for the release
releasing sexual frustration qualifies as zina, then this means that barren women, or a women
that suffers from constant menstruation, or who is of old age or pregnant, would all be haram.
This is because a husband has sex with women of this category; the objective is not to have
children (since this would be biologically impossible under these circumstances). Rather, the
only goal is the release of sexual frustration. So if Mut'ah's objective is to have sex and nothing
more, then by the same token when a husband has sex in the above examples, the Sunni
'ulama need to also pass fatwa deeming such an act as Zina, and such a person should be
whipped or stoned to death. Furthermore, we know that Muslims are in agreement that
contraceptives, condoms, and other such things are allowed in the Islamic religion. People may
use contraceptives and still engage in sexual activity according to Islam; yet it is obvious that
such sexual activity could not be for the sake of having children. Of interest is the fact that the
Sahaba themselves practised contraception during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s) we read in
Sahih Bukhari: Volume 7, Book 62, Hadith Number 136, on the authority of Jabir:
We used to practice coitus interruptus while the Quran was being revealed. Jabir
added: We used to practice coitus interruptus during the lifetime of Allah's Apostle
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while the Quran was being revealed.
We also read in Sunan Abu Dawud Book 11, Number 2166 a tradition narrated by Abu Sa'id alKhudri:
A man said: Apostle of Allah, I have a slave-girl and I withdraw the penis from her
(while having intercourse), and I dislike that she becomes pregnant. I intend (by
intercourse) what the men intend by it. The Jews say that withdrawing the penis
(azl) is burying the living girls on a small scale. He (the Prophet) said: The Jews told
a lie. If Allah intends to create it, you cannot turn it away.
Whilst the birth of a child is in the hands of Allah (swt), notice how Abu Said makes clear that
he does not want the woman to become pregnant, and is hence only having sex for the
purposes of enjoyment. The objective of this type of sex is based solely on sexual pleasure, and
not to have children; so will the Sunni 'ulama also deem sex with contraception to be Zina?
Were the Sahaba who practised contraception fornicators?
Along the same line, do these Mullahs from the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) not practise
contraception and allow it for their followers? Do they not continue to have marital relations
with their wives after menopause? The idea that any sexual act done solely for the sake of
sexual pleasure must be haram is not an Islamic argument; it is the type of argument we have
come to expect from Christianity and other religions that view sexual pleasure as inherently evil.

Qiyas 2: Zina and Mut'ah are for a fixed time, hence they are both
haram
Others such Allamah Junbur Nasibi in Hurmut Mut'ah p. 58 have attempted to argue that since
both zina and Mut'ah are temporary, they are both haram. Yet as we have seen, the Qur'an
allowed Mut'ah, and we see that Ibn 'Abbas and other Companions used to read the Verse of
Mut'ah with the added commentary of "for a prescribed time" after the words "Those women
whom you have done Mut'ah with." As such, there is no doubt that companions would perform
Mut'ah for a fixed time. Would these Sunni 'ulama say, then, that the Companions were only
really agreeing to perform fornication for a fixed time? The Shah in Taufa raised a scenario
where a man practises Mut'ah, he then separates from the woman, offspring don't know who
their father is, and he might end up marrying them sixteen years later.
Why do authors like the Shah not apply this same rationale on Mut'ah to divorce? After all, a
man separates from his wife following Talaq, and in the same way the Shah picked faults in
Mut'ah the same faults can be applied to Talaq.
Let us cite an example:
A married man is travelling abroad without his wife at his side. He gets sexually
frustrated, he is on his own it is Wajib on him to perform Nikah. He decides to marry
a woman, remains with her for a few nights, after this he divorces her. He continues
this method throughout his one-year travels abroad, marrying and then divorcing a
few days later.
This is perfectly permissible according to Sunni fiqh, though it is not according to Shi'a fiqh. In
Shi'a fiqh, a man may not divorce his wife unless he avoids having physical relations with her
for two complete menstrual cycles (the meaning here is not clear). A man is not allowed to
divorce his wife at the drop of a hat; however, this is allowed in Sunni fiqh, as there are
absolutely no restrictions on divorce in their thinking. Yet according to the Sunni logic, in the
above scenario, any children borne from this brief marriage will not know who their father is,
they will encounter problems with locating his inheritance. The practise of Talaq brings about
many faults. If after sixteen years he marries in the locality he may end up marrying his
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daughter, a brother marry his daughter etc. All these problems have come about due to the
lawfulness of Talaq. In the same way that the Shah's argument was as 'proof' that Mut'ah is
haram the same argument can be used to prove that Talaq is haram. If these Sunni's are quick
to draw their pens against Mut'ah, pens could also be drawn against Talaq. This shows the
utter futility of using Qiyas in Islamic law.

Qiyas 3: Zina and Mut'ah are done in hiding, hence they are both
haram
What can we say to the immense logic put forward by Allamah Junbur Nasibi in 'Hurmut
Mut'ah'? When any Mullah intends to copulate with his wife does he perform this act in public?
Does Wasaya declare at the time of the Friday Sermon that he shall sleep with his wife tonight?
Did the Sahaba indulge in this act in public? The only characters who were conceived in such a
great manner were 5th Imam of the Nasibis, Mu'awiya, as well as Amr Bin Aas and Ziyad bin
Sumayya. We read in Tareekh of Ibn Atheer Volume3 p. 24, under the Chapter addressing the
events of 44 Hijri:
When Mu'awiya decided to declare Ibn Ziyad as his brother, he summoned a famous
prostitute called Abu Maryam Salmany, and asked how Ziyad was born. She replied
"your father Abu Sufyan attended my place one night, he performed Zina with a
women called Sumayya, I saw him releasing his semen, after that your brother
Ziyad was born.

Qiyas 4: Men may perform Mut'ah with multiple women just as a man
may fornicate with multiple women. Therefore, both are haram
A man can marry up to four wives, he can sleep with multiple servants, and by the same token
this should also be haram. Furthermore, having many wives is a Sunnah of the Prophet (s). We
read in Sahih al Bukhari Volume 7, Book 62, Number 7, Bab ul Nikah:
Narrated Said bin Jubair: Ibn 'Abbas asked me, "Are you married?" I replied, "No."
He said, "Marry, for the best person of this (Muslim) nation (i.e., Muhammad) of all
other Muslims, had the largest number of wives."
But according to the Sipah-e-Sahaba logic of Junbur, the Prophet (s) is a fornicator. Given the
types of comments that these Nasibi have made, it is not only Sipah-e-Sahaba's integrity and
honesty that should be questioned at this point, but also their claims to be Muslim.

Qiyas 5: Zina is like Mut'ah, since neither involve Talaq (divorce).
Hence, both are haram.
If we accept Sunni claims that Mut'ah was halaal in the beginning, then it equally had no
procedure of Talaq then either. As such, does that mean that Allah (swt) permitted adultery?
We have already proved from the Holy Qur'an that such a thing is possible.
Furthermore, we should note one key difference between fornication and Mut'ah: a woman who
is still in her years of menstruation must observe an 'iddah (waiting period) after each Mut'ah.
As such, she cannot have conjugal relations with more than one-man in less than 45 days or
two complete menstrual cycles. There is also no divorce procedure for a man who has sex with
his slave girl. If these Sunni 'ulama want to make analogies, why do they not examine some of
the important differences between temporary marriage and acts of fornication?
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Qiyas 6: Zina and Mut'ah carry no Inheritance. Hence both are haram
If, for the sake of argument, we accept this belief (and we have already proven that the child of
a temporary marriage does inherit), then the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) should know that
their 5th Imam, Mu'awiya, turned the Shari'ah on its head by deeming his bastard brother Ibn
Ziyad to be his brother, the son of Abu Sufyan. We have already read the hadeeth:
When Mu'awiya decided to declare Ibn Ziyad as his brother, he summoned a famous
prostitute called Abu Maryam Salmany, and asked how Ziyad was born. She replied
"your father Abu Sufyan attended my place one night, he performed Zina with a
women called Sumayya, I saw him releasing his semen, after that your brother
Ziyad was born.
Suyuti also said in Tareekh ul Khulafa, p. 175 that this was in contradiction to Rasulullah(s).
This is because the illegitimate offspring of zina has no inheritance right under the Shari'ah, but
Mu'awiya allowed his bastard brother to inherit his father's property. As we have seen, children
do inherit from their father if they were born from a temporary marriage, while the wife may
also inherit if this is stipulated in the marriage contract. This Qiyas is one of the more foolish
ones, since its basic premise (that Mut'ah does not carry inheritance) is false. And in any case,
we have seen that the great Imam of the Sunnis, Mu'awiyah, openly legitimated the illegitimate
offspring of his polytheist, adulterer father.
In any case, this argument falls prey to the same errors that the other analogies do: once one
begins to argue that Mut'ah is immoral, one is insulting the Prophet (s) who not only permitted
but ordered the Muslims to do Mut'ah, as we read in Bukhari:
We also read the admission the Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Nizamudeen Uthmani, who argued that
the Sahaba practised the exact same type of Mut'ah as the Shi'as do. We read in Tafseer
Gharab al Qur'an page 14 Part 5, Surah al Nisa:
Some 'ulama have said the verse 'Istimatum' refers to the order on Mut'ah where a
man fixes a start and end date with a woman for the purposes of sexual relations.
The ijma of the Ahl as-Sunnah is that Mut'ah was halaal at the beginning of Islam,
then it was abrogated upon the view of a great man, and amongst those who don't
ascribe are Ibn Abbas, Imran bin Husain and the Shi'a, who say that Mut'ah is halaal
in the same way that it was at the beginning.
Let us now cite the esteemed Sunni work 'Au Jaza al Masalik fi Sharh Muwatta Imam Malik
Volume 9 page 403 wherein Shaykh ul Hadith Muhammad Zakaria Uthmani narrates as follows:
"Ibn Abbas believed in the permissibility of Mut'ah, and like Ibn Abbas many Sahaba
like Ata, Autus, and Imam Jurraya issued a Fatwa on the permissibility of Mut'ah,
and the Sahaba of the Prophet (s) Abu Saeed Khudri and Jabir also believed in its
legitimacy, the Shi'a also ascribe to the legitimacy of Mut'ah".
We see that many highly respected Sahaba, such as Ibn 'Abbas, believed in the exact same
type of Mut'ah that the Shi'a do. Would the Sunnis claim that such a person was a fornicator?
We have quoted dozens of hadeeths in this regard, and only a fanatical person would claim that
they are all made up. Furthermore, we have seen that illustrious Sunni 'ulama have not
expressed any doubt about the veracity of these narration's. Dr. Salamah has demonstrated
himself to not only be an enemy of the Prophet (s) and his family, but an even an enemy of the
Prophet (s)'s companions who stand at the centre of the Sunni belief system.
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Qiyas 7: Mut'ah and Zinah carry no 'Iddah
We have already made clear that this is a blatant lie, and that all the Shi'a Fuquha have been
unanimous that there is a compulsory 'iddah to be observed after any Mut'ah in which sexual
relations occurred. We read a tradition from Furu al Kafi Volume 5 page 458 on this very issue:
"No one has the right to marry until Iddat is observed, from the first husband".
Iddah has to be observed in Mut'ah, and this was practised accordingly during the life of
Rasulullah (s). In fact, there is a tradition in Ahl'ul Sunnah's own esteemed work that confirms
'iddah in Mut'ah. "Imam Fakhr al-Razi writes in "Tafseer-e-Kabir", v 3, page 286:
Ibn Abbas was asked: Is Mut'ah fornication or marriage? He answered: Neither the
one nor the other. The questioner then asked: Well then, what is it? Ibn Abbas
replied: It is Mut'ah, just as God has said. The questioner continued: Is there a
waiting period in Mut'ah? He replied: Yes, a menstrual period. He was also asked:
Do the husband and wife inherit from each other? He answered: No.
In his commentary of Sahih Muslim, Fath al Muhallim Volume 3 page 44, Allamah Shabbir
Ahmad Uthmani also acknowledged that Mut'ah carries iddah:
When separation after Mut'ah takes place, to say that a woman cannot
automatically practise Mut'ah with another man is wrong, there needs to be the
passing of a menstrual cycle, it should therefore not be called Zinah.
We invite the people of wisdom to just think logically if 'iddah was practised for Mut'ah during
the times of Rasulullah (s) or not? The verses about 'iddah are revealed at the very early stage
of "Madinian Life". For example the following verse of Surah Baqara:
[Yusufali 2:228] Divorced women shall wait concerning themselves for three
monthly periods.
Now according to the Ijma of Ahl'ul Sunnah, Mut'ah was practised until (at least) the 7th Hijri
(victory of Khayber). We want Nasibis to answer these questions, if there really is no 'iddah in
Mut'ah:
Did the Sahaba, who practised Mut'ah until 7th Hijri, sleep with those women who had
not yet been purified from their earlier men?
And what about female Sahaba who practised Mut'ah until 7th Hijri? Did they just jump
into bed with the next man, before being purified from their earlier husbands?
Furthermore, we know from the fiqh that women who are past menopause do not have to
await an 'iddah, whether it is in a permanent or temporary marriage. Does this Qiyas imply,
then, that marrying a middle-aged woman is an act of fornication?

Qiyas 8: In Nikah you can only have sex with 4 women at any one
given time, whereas in Mut'ah, like Zina, you can sleep with multiple
women.
Enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) should know that Rasulullah had more than four wives at one
given time, at the time of his death he had nine wives. If they weren't wives then what were
they? This shall suffice to shut the mouths of these filthy Nasibi. In the same way that
Rasulullah(s) having more than four wives is allowed under Shari'ah, having more than four
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wives cannot be equated with Zina.
Furthermore, this Qiyas demonstrates the utter futility of the Sunni belief system. How do they
explain the Prophet (s)'s special exemption to marry more than four wives? If sexuality is
fundamentally evil, as it seems many of these Wahabis are arguing, then why was the Prophet
(s) granted this privilege? Do these enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) believe that the Prophet (s)
was unable to control his sexual urges, and as such he was given a special dispensation?
As Shi'as, however, we see that in fact the Prophet (s) was not given a special privilege.
According to Shi'a fiqh, we know that a man may only have four permanent wives but as many
temporary wives as possible. As such, a man may have more than nine wives. The Prophet (s),
however, was limited to nine wives, whereas other believers were not. Furthermore, we have
seen that the temporary wife does not automatically receive living support, whereas a
permanent wife does. As such, the Prophet (s) was not given any special privilege at all: rather,
he was limited to nine wives, and of those nine wives he had to give them maintenance and
inheritance and other benefit. As such, the Prophet (s) was given more obligation and more
restriction on the issue of marriage than other believers, most likely as a mercy towards his
wives. The Prophet of the Sunni religion seems to be somebody who was so consumed by
physical desires that he needed a special injunction from Allah (swt). Orientalists have always
insulted Islam for the Prophet (s)'s supposed privilege in this regard, and Sunnis do not have an
answer. However, in the Shi'a view we see a Prophet (s) who humbly accepted a special
restriction on his marital life that was not given to other believers.

Qiyas 9: Temporary Wives do not Inherit, the same as women in
haram sexual relationships
If we agree to this comparison, then these enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) should know that
according to their fiqh - the wives of Rasulullah(s) also did not inherit anything form him, as this
was the fatwa of their 1st Imam Abu Bakr. Now wives of Rasulullah(s) did not inherit, according
to this enemy of the Ahl al-Bayt (as), and at the same time these enemies of the Prophet (s)
claim that a woman who does not inherit is like a fornicator. As such, according to this Qiyas, all
the wives of the Prophet (s) were fornicators. This suffices in invalidating this specific Qiyas, as
well as the use of Qiyas in general.
Furthermore, we know that if the woman conditions the Mut'ah with the right of inheritance,
than the woman will inherit without any problem. As such, in many cases this Qiyas does not
even apply.
Other authors have attempted to make similar accusations. Azam Tariq leader of Sipah-eSahaba Pakistan [SSP] in his Nasibi classic Khutbah Jeel page256 - 257 states:
"If a child is born he will not inherit from his father, and neither will the father
inherit his child's possessions, the child's situation will be just like that of bastard
kids born in America and Europe".

Reply
To claim that the children of Mut'ah do not inherit from their father is an out and out lie and
this Nasibi clearly has not consulted hadith or books of fiqh. Nasibis claim that the products of
Mut'ah have no idea who their fathers are. What this Nasibi needs to recognize is that many
children of the Sahaba were the products of Mut'ah, carried out during the lifetime of Rasulullah
(s). They were not illegitimate; rather they had correct parentage, and inherited from their
fathers accordingly.
We would appeal to people to use some common sense. If the marriage were not permanent,
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why would they be automatically entitled to inheritance? Furthermore, even with permanent
marriage scenarios arises where a woman does NOT inherit from her husband. According to the
Hanafi view of inheritance, we read in their classical source "Siraajee fi al Meeras" page 214:
"Those [wives] that cannot inherit are four:
1.

A Slave whether partial or complete

2.

A murderess where Qasaa or Kaffara is obligatory

3.

If the husband and wife have a different religion

4.

If there are differences between countries"

These are examples where the Nikah is valid but partners do not inherit from one another. This
proves that Mut'ah is not the only Nikah that precludes couples from inheriting from one
another.

Qiyas 10: Temporary Wives Are Not Treated Like Permanent Wives
According to Sunni fiqh, if a man pronounces divorce three times [at once] on his wife (even in
anger), then she becomes haram to him until she marries another man, has sexual intercourse
with him, and then divorces. This practice is known as halala. If the woman marries the second
man with no other intention except to have intercourse with him once, and then divorce him, is
she being treated like a normal, permanent wife? Yet the Sunni fiqh is not only unanimous on
the permissibility of such an act, but on its obligation in certain circumstances.

Qiyas 11: No one would claim to be the child of Mut'ah
Can Ahlul Sunnah produce a single person who claims to have been a product of halala? Sunni
Mullah's often benefit from halala, so has any child ever pointed out his Mullah father from
halala? Alhamdolillah children of Mut'ah exist in the Shi'a community and are afforded the same
rights / respect as a child born from standard wedlock.
Let us leave the Shi'a community side, the Nasibis should know that from the outset of Islam,
Sahaba contracted Mut'ah using dough/cloth as dower and their children of Mut'ah weren't
locked away. Take the example of Abdullah Ibn Zubayr. We read on the authority of the famous
Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Imam Abu Ja'far Ahmad At-Tahaawee, in his Sharh Ma'ani al Asar
Volume 2 page 14, Chapter on Mut'ah, a hadeeth of Saeed bin Jabeer who discusses a
conversation between Ibn 'Abbas and Abdullah ibn Zubayr:
"I heard Abdullah ibn Zubayr reading a sermon wherein he condemned Abdullah ibn
Abbas for believing in the permissibility of Mut'ah. Ibn Abbas said "You should ask
your mother about this if you are truthful. His mother said "Ibn 'Abbas spoke the
truth Mut'ah did indeed exist'. Ibn Abbas then said; "If you like I can cite the names
of the men from Quraysh who were born from Mut'ah."
The reference serves as proof that many of the Sahaba's children were the products of Mut'ah,
their identities were known, and the lineage was connected with their fathers [men from
Quraysh] as attested by Ibn Abbas. If these children did not inherit from their fathers how did
Ibn Abbas know who they were? This is an important reference coming from the pen of a major
4th Century scholar, revered by Sunnis and Wahabi's alike - so there is no way that any Nasibi
can simply dismiss this reference as from the pen of a Shi'a practising Taqiyyah. In his
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Albaanee and Al-'Aqeedah At-Tahaawiyyah, the author Zuhayr Shaweesh provides a glowing
tribute to Tahaawee:
He was the Imam, the Muhaddith, the Faqeeh, the Haafidh, the noble Scholar, Abu
Ja'far Ahmad Ibn Muhammad Ibn Salaamah Ibn Salama 'Abdil-Malik Ibn Salama AlAzdee At-Tahaawee…He was educated under many shuyookh, whom he took
knowledge and benefited from. He had more than three hundred teachers. He would
spend lots of time with those scholars that came to visit Egypt from different parts
of the world, such that he would add to his knowledge what knowledge they had.
This shows you the extent of the concern he had for benefiting from the scholars, as
well as the intense eagerness he had for acquiring knowledge. Many scholars
praised him and described him as being reliable, trustworthy, a Faqeeh, intelligent,
a good memorizer and a pious worshipper. He had a high proficiency in fiqh and
Hadeeth. Ibn Yoonus said: "At-Tahaawee was reliable, trustworthy, a Faqeeh,
intelligent, the likes of whom did not come afterward."
Imam Adh-Dhahabee said in his At-Taareekh al-Kabeer: "He was the Faqeeh, the
Muhaddith, the Haafidh, one of the elite personalities, and he was reliable,
trustworthy, knowledgeable of fiqh and intelligent."
Ibn Katheer said in Al-Bidaayah wan-Nihaayah: "He was one of the reliable, trustworthy
and brilliant scholars of Hadeeth (Haafidh)."
He served as an intermediary for the knowledge between those who came before (Salaf) and
those who came after (Khalaf). The scholars praised him and mentioned him as being a
Muhaddith (scholar of Hadeeth), one whose report was reliable and an established narrator. He
was distinguished and highly proficient in writing. And he became the most knowledgeable of
fiqh amongst the Hanafis in Egypt. This was even though he had a share in the fiqh of all of the
madhabs of fiqh and Hadeeth, and he knew of the various sciences of Islam.

Qiyas 12: Mut'ah and Zina both destroy families
This is the argument of Hasan Alaudeen Suhrawardi, the author of the paper Hurmat al-Mut'ah.
We shall in later chapters expand on the tradition of the Sahaba Jabir [in Sahih Muslim], who
confirmed that Mut'ah was a common place practise during the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) and
Abu Bakr. Can Ahl as-Sunnah confirm the number of Sahaba (even women) whose homes were
wrecked on account of Mut'ah? This is not an attack against the Shi'a, but is really an attack
against the Prophet (s) for allowing this allegedly despicable practice.

Qiyas 13: Mut'ah does not require witnesses, therefore it is like zina
and, therefore, becomes haram
Dr Salamah states:
"There is no need for witnesses or any open
declaration in Mut'ah." 27

Once again, we know that no such witnesses were required during the Prophet (s)'s time,
meaning that, according to Salamah, the Prophet (s) allowed and ordered fornication. We read
in Sahih Muslim Book 008, Number 3252, Bab ul Nikah:
Sabra Juhanni reported: Allah's Messenger (may peace be upon him) permitted
temporary marriage for us. So I and another person went out and saw a woman of
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Bana 'Amir, who was like a young long-necked she-camel. We presented ourselves
to her (for contracting temporary marriage), whereupon she said: What dower
would you give me? I said: My cloak. And my companion also said: My cloak. And
the cloak of-my companion was superior to my cloak, but I was younger than he. So
when she looked at the cloak of my companion she liked it, and when she cast a
glance at me I looked more attractive to her. She then said: Well, you and your
cloak are sufficient for me. I remained with her for three nights, and then Allah's
Messenger (may peace be upon him) said: He who has any such woman with whom
he had contracted temporary marriage, he should let her off.
In his commentary of this tradition, Imam Nawawi stated:
This hadith serves as proof that a Guardian and Witness is not required for Nikah
Mut'ah.
But putting this issue aside, there is nothing in the Holy Qur'an to establish that witnesses are
needed for a permanent marriage, much less a temporary one. 'Umar insulted the Prophet (s)
on his deathbed by saying 'The Qur'an suffices us' - yet the Qur'an does not suffice the Sunni
'ulama in proving that a Nikah needs witnesses. We are confident enough to say that if Umar
rose from the grave today, he would be unable to locate this verse for anybody. When these
enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) try to spread hatred of the Shi'a, one of there arguments is that
the Shi'a practice of bloodletting [Zinjeer Zani, Qama Zani] is no where in the Qur'an. By the
same token we challenge you to show us a reference about witnesses for Nikah from the Book
of Allah (swt).
Furthermore, the Qur'an does require believers to take witnesses for a divorce (Talaq), and yet
the Sunnis do not adhere to this in there fiqh. We read in Surah at Talaq, verse 2:
Thus when they fulfil their term appointed, either take them back on equitable
terms or part with them on equitable terms; and take for witness two persons from
among you, endued with justice, and establish the evidence (as) before Allah.
The Qur'an issues a clear order that witnesses should be present at a Talaq and yet our Ahl asSunnah brothers openly violate this order. Our Ahl as-Sunnah brothers deem it lawful for a man
to divorce his wife at one time, without the need for witnesses. Furthermore, we have seen that
the only way that the poor woman can remarry the same man (who may have recited the
words in anger) is if she performs halala with a Sunni Mullah, another act that contradicts the
Qur'an. These enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) allege that the Shari'ah has no room for Mut'ah,
yet Mut'ah has clear Qur'anic backing. The Sunni fatwa that marriage requires witnesses and
divorce does not, not only does it not have Qur'anic backing but actually contradicts the Qur'an.
Furthermore, a large number of Sunni 'ulama have agreed that witnesses are not needed for a
Nikah:
Neel al Autar Volume 6 page 144 Bab Shahdath fi Nikah
Al Hidayah Volume 2 page 204, Kitab al Nikah
Fatawa Qadhi Khan Volume 1 page 153,Kitab al Nikah
We read in Neel al Autar:
Abdullah ibn Umar, Abdullah ibn Zubayr, Abdur Rehman bin Mahdi and Uthman have
said that it is not obligatory to have witnesses at a Nikah.
We read in Fatawa Qadhi Khan:
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For the recital of Nikah the declaration shall suffice, it is not compulsory to have
witnesses present.
We read in Hidaya:
Imam Malik has said that for a Nikah the declaration is the condition not witnesses.
According to Dr. Salamah's logic, however, all of these Sunni 'ulama are condoning fornication,
since he classifies any marriage done without witnesses as zina.
Beyond this, we see that many 'ulama of Ahl as-Sunnah have acknowledged that no witnesses
are required in Mut'ah:
Fathul Bari Volume 9 page 67, Dhikr Surah Nisa
Tafseer Haqqani Volume 2 page 5 Surah Nisa verse 24
Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 page 195
Tafseer Ma'arif al Qur'an Volume 3 page 367
Al Hidaya Volume 2 page 313
We read in Hidaya:
Whether temporary marriage is Batil or a Nikah, this is where a man and woman
without witnesses becomes his wife for e.g. Until ten days, the Imams of Ahl asSunnah have commented that this type of Nikah is Sahih, since Nikah does not
become batil with the absence of witnesses.
We read in Tafseer Haqqani:
Mut'ah is a type of Nikah where the condition is based on acceptance between the
man and woman.
Allamah Haqqani did not count witnesses as a condition for Mut'ah, and this serves as enough
proof to humiliate Dr Salamah.
We read in Fathul Bari, p. 268:
Nikah Mut'ah involves a man makes a woman his wife for a specified time.
We see that Allamah Asqalani also made no mention of witnesses being a condition for Nikah
Mut'ah. We read in Tafseer Kabeer:
Mut'ah entails a man agreeing with a woman a start and end date to be his wife and
have sex with her.
Again Imam Radhi makes no reference to witnesses being a requirement for Mut'ah.

Qiyas 14 - No respectable people like the practice of Mut'ah
The Wahabi scholar Maulana Sayyid Abu'l A'la Maudoodi advances this Qiyas in his discussion of
Surah Mu'minun, verse 7 (in Tafheem ul Qur'an Volume 8 page 13 footnote 4 (b):
"Holding Mut'ah as absolutely permissible, practising it without any real necessity,
or resorting to it even when one has a legal wife or wives is a kind of licence which
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is abhorred by good taste, much less it to be attributed to the Shari'ah of
Muhammad (Allah's peace be upon him) and imputed to the learned jurists of his
family. I think that among the Shi'ite Muslims themselves no respectable person
would like that somebody should ask for the hand of his daughter or his sister not in
marriage but for the purpose of Mut'ah. For if Mut'ah is held as absolutely
permissible, it would imply that there should exist in society a low class of women,
like the prostitutes, who should be available for the purpose as and when required,
or if not that Mut'ah be restricted to the daughters and sisters of the poor stratum
of society and the well to do be given the freedom to exploit them as and when they
like. Can such an injustice and discrimination be expected of the Divine Law? And
will Allah permit an act which every respectable women would regard not only
disgraceful for herself but shameful too?"
Similarly in the Deobandi's famed monthly journal 'Islamic voice' Vol 13-11 No:155 Nov' 1999)
the same 'decency' argument was advanced as PROOF that Mut'ah was haraam:
Islamic Voice states:
…No Shi'a would ever permit his daughter to
enter into Muta' contract with any one. The
permanent marriages are announced with pride
and the world knows of it but we have never
come across even a small list of clerics' daughters
who were given into Muta' proudly. It shows that
the practice is practically disgraceful in their own
eyes.

Reply One - No respectable people like the practice of Nikah halala
The Ahl as-Sunnah have a type of Nikah called Halala - which is the only means via a divorced
woman can return to her first husband is if she married and copulates with someone else. To
paraphrase Maudoodi:
'I think that among the Sunni Muslims themselves no respectable person would like
that somebody should ask for the hand of his freshly divorced daughter or his sister
for the purposes of Nikah Halala'
Despite this the Sunni 'ulama have issued edicts on the permissibility of Halala, and they
themselves happily accept becoming 'husbands' in Nikah halala. According to Maudoodi logic
Mut'ah is haraam no decent parent would tolerate Mut'ah for his daughter, by the same token
no decent father likes the notion of his daughter being presented for Nikah Halala, hence this
should also be deemed haraam.

Reply Two- No respectable people like the usage of Talaq
If the claim that Mut'ah should logically be haraam, because no decent father would tolerate its
usage for his daughter, then we can counter this by asking whether any respectable woman
would tolerate a Talaq being given to her? Would any respectable father / brother the practise
of Talaq to be used against his married daughter / sister? Despite this dislike, the Shari'ah has
not catered for these peoples likes / dislikes, and allows for the Talaq to be practised. It should
also be pointed out that this practise is not even equitable under the Shari'ah, since the right of
divorce is the exclusive right of the husband, women cannot administer it, as a result the entire
married lives of such women are destroyed, they are forced to live oppressed, unhappy lives
with their husbands, who refuses to divorce them - she may spend her whole married life
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depressed because her husband will not divorce her.
If we apply Maudoodi's rationale, in the same way that a pious father might abhor his daughter
practising Mut'ah, respectable people do not like Talaq either, hence both should be haraam.
We should also ask Maudoodi type thinkers what their view of those Sahaba (men and women)
that practised Mut'ah during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s) if they were not pious people what
were they?

Reply Three - Mut'ah is a means of protecting people from Zina
The Shari'ah does not force people to practise Mut'ah, rather Mut'ah is a means via which
couples prevent themselves from fornicating, and there is no distinguishing between rich and
poor on this. In society all types of people (rich and poor) are exposed to the lures of
fornication, this crosses the class divide. The Shari'ah has provided a counter to this haraam
activity in the form of Mut'ah, the couple can be rich, poor or from either background, they can
contract Mut'ah - a legitimate method stipulated under the Shari'ah rather than indulge in
fornication. Mut'ah can be practised according to the circumstances that a man or women find
themselves in, if people do not like it, then they can refrain from it, after all there is no religious
obligation on all believers to practise Mut'ah - it is an available option for anyone who deems it
necessary, like Maudoodi's thinking Abu Bakr may well have not liked it, but his daughter
deemed it necessary and Abu Bakr allowed this practise to continue throughout his reign.
The final comments of Maudoodi's rationale are indeed amazing, for he posed the rhetorical
question:
And will Allah permit an act which every respectable woman would regard not only
disgraceful for herself but shameful too?"
The irony is (as Maudoodi himself admits in the same Tafseer) that Allah (swt) did indeed
permit this act, if Mut'ah is indeed a disgraceful, shameless act then why did Allah (swt) deem it
lawful for the daughters and sisters of the noble Sahaba?
If we are to accept Maudoodi's claim that every respectable woman deems Mut'ah disgraceful
and shameful what can we say of the characters of esteemed women such as Asma binte Abu
Bakr who practised Mut'ah, were such women shameless and disgraceful? Clearly Maudoodi's
attack on Mut'ah via the use of Qiyas is an attack on Allah (swt), Rasulullah (s) and the Sahaba.

Qiyas 15: The Shi'a share Mut'ah women and this is shameful
The Shah in Taufa page 255 states:
The Shi'a share Mut'ah women, a group share a Mut'ah woman, they take turns
having sex with her
This is an out and out lie; we have already mentioned and will repeat again that one of the
most basic conditions for contracting Mut'ah with a woman is that she may not already be
married. According to Shi'a fiqh, under no condition is it allowed to have physical relations with
a woman already married.
In any case, we see from the history that the great Sunni Imam, Mu'awiyah, was the product of
exactly such a "sharing." We read Sharh Ibn al Hadeed Volume 4 page 94 under the Chapter
"Mun Kitab Ziyad Ubayya" that:
Mu'awiya wrote a letter to Ziyad, the contents of which included the words 'O son of
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Sumayya' (amongst the Arabs there was a tradition that if one's ancestry was
questionable, then that individual would be called by their mother's name. In the
same way that Imam Hasan referred to Marwan as 'Ibn Zurqa'- Mu'awiya sought to
mock Ziyad by calling him the son of Sumayya…Ziyad replied to Mu'awiya with
these words 'Mu'awiya you called me by the name of my mother Sumayya, so as to
mock me, well if I am the son of Sumayya then you are 'Ibne Jamaat' as you was a
product of Nikah Ijtimah" (group sexual intercourse).
A sect whose Imam was the product of group sexual intercourse with several men and one
woman should stay clear of attacking Shi'a conceptions on temporary marriage.
We have sought to show how futile it is to apply Qiyas in order to 'prove' that Zinah and Mut'ah
are the same thing. If any doubts remain, here are some final points for the followers of
Mu'awiyah to mull over:
The Sunni 'ulama have acknowledged that you cannot compare Mut'ah to Zinah
Hanafi scholar Maulana Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman in his commentary of Sahih al Bukhari,
'Tayseer al Bari' Volume 7 page 44 stated:
You cannot compare the prohibition on Mut'ah to that of Zinah. If an individual is
travelling and fear being tempted to commit Zinah he can practise Mut'ah, since
there is a dispute over whether Mut'ah was made haraam, whilst there is an
absolute agreement that Zinah is haraam, this is not acceptable under any form of
Shari'ah, whilst Mut'ah's practise under the Shari'ah has been established on many
occasions.
Maudoodi in Rasail wa Masail Volume 3 page 53 also situated:
Some Salaf remained on the position that it could be practised subject to the
conditions, if they haven't maintained this position on Mut'ah, caution should still be
exercised, at least punishment should not be prescribed.

4.8

Sunni scholars have admitted that there is no Hadd for Mut'ah

In his commentary of Muwatta Imam Malik page 390, Maulana Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman
Khan:
There is absolute agreement that one that Mut'ah does not incur the same penalty
as for Zinah, Umar only said this to frighten the people.
Allamah Abdur Rahman al Jazzari in 'al fiqh al'a Madhaib al Rabah' Volume 4 pages 170-171
states:
Anyone that perform Nikah Mut'ah (…) should be punished but the Hadd [The Shari
penalty for Zinah] should not apply as the narrations on its permissibility negate
[comparing this to Zinah].

4.9

The Argument that Mut'ah Does Not Meet the Criterion of
Chastity (ihsan), Nor Does it Qualify as Marriage

The Shah in Taufa p. 03 Chapter 10, whenever usage of a women is used in the Quran, the
words 'chaste' is also used. He argues, without evidence, that Mut'ah is not chaste, so therefore
it does not count as marriage. Yet, once again, we read in Taufa p. 6 Chapter 2 part 9
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The Ahl as-Sunnah do not deny that in the beginning Mut'ah was halaal, they deny
that its still lawful.
This is enough to refute the Shah. Would Rasulullah(s) deem sex with unchaste women to be
halaal?
The Shah shoots himself in the foot by acknowledging that Mut'ah was halaal. Now we ask our
Sunni friends, if Mut'ah was haram, then how was it halaal for the Sahaba at the beginning of
Islam? If Sunnis claim Mut'ah isn't conducted with chaste women, and is hence haram, then we
should point out that Abu Bakr's daughter Asma practised Mut'ah and Imam of Ahlul Sunnah
Ibn Jurraya contracted Mut'ah with 70 women. Mu'awiya also did Mut'ah, as did many famous
Sahaba and Taabi'een (all these points shall be elaborated on in later chapters).
Furthermore, there is no question amongst Sunni 'ulama that Mut'ah is a type of marriage, and
therefore meets the criterion of being a chaste relationship. We read in Tafseer Qurtubi Volume
5 p. 32, Surah Nisa:
All the early scholars have no disputes that Mut'ah is Nikah for a set period of time,
this Nikah has no inheritance and man and woman separate when the time expires.
Qurtabi is a great Sunni Scholar, who acknowledges the early scholars deemed Mut'ah to be
Nikah. How, then, can anybody say that it is not chaste?
Dr. Salamah continues with his lies:
But first, the verse the Shi'as present in support
of their belief in Mut'ah, describing the classes of
women with whom marriage is forbidden, should
be examined. The last part of the verse reads:
"Except for these, all others are lawful, provided
you seek them [in marriage] with gifts from your
property, desiring chastity, not lust. So for
whatever you have enjoyed from them, give
them their compensation as an obligation. " 14
This verse clearly emphasizes the concept of
chastity through regular marriage. Mut'ah, on the
other hand, is an open license for sexual pleasure
with as many women as one can financially
afford.

As Mut'ah has been acknowledged to be a form of marriage, then there is no doubt that Dr.
Salamah's argument makes no sense. We read in Tafseer Baydhawi:
The verse on Mut'ah refers to...situation it means that you locate those women that shall purify
you from Zina. (what does this mean?)
Performing a temporary marriage would, by definition, keep one from committing zina. As such,
it is a form of ihsan. The Shah further argues in the Taufa states that the Qur'an stipulates that
men unable to maintain wives should have captives, and if you cannot maintain justice to more
than one then release the others and marry the remaining one. No reference is made to
marrying women via Mut'ah, it is therefore haram just like Zina.
Once again, however, we read in Taufa Ithna Ashari Volume 2 part 9 page 34:
The Ahl as-Sunnah do not deny that in the beginning Mut'ah was halaal.
If it was halaal, then it was a type of marriage, since the Qur'an does not mention any other
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type of halaal sexual relationship except marriage (whether it be permanent or temporary) or
concubinage. As such, there can be no doubt that it was considered marriage at the beginning
of Islam. We will deal with this issue further in our discussion on the supposed abrogation of
Mut'ah.

4.10 Dr. Salamah's Statements Concerning Dowry
Dr. Salamah quotes the following hadeeths, which are supposed to prove that Mut'ah is
somehow immoral:
The narrator asked Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq, "What should be the minimum compensation
for Mut'ah The imam said, "Anything that the two parties agree upon."
The narrator asked Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq what the minimum compensation for Mut'ah could be,
and he answered, "One fistful of wheat."
Mut'ah is a marriage that may last for a very short time. It needs no witnesses, and it has no
period of 'iddah. The minimum compensation that could be paid to the woman for sexual
relations is one dirham (i.e., less than 25 cents).

Reply One - The Shari'ah does not stipulate what dowry should be
As any Muslim knows, there is no minimum / maximum limit of mahr in Islam. In fact, it is well
known that it is mustahab for a woman to ask for a small dowry. If this Enemy of the Ahl alBayt (as) does ever bother to read independently it would be advisable for him, to pick up
Sahih Bukhari, where it is written in Volume 7, Book 62, Number 80:
"Narrated Sahl bin Sad: The Prophet said to a man, "Marry, even with (a Mahr equal
to) an iron ring."
We also read that, during the time of Rasulullah (s), a handful of dough would suffice as mahr
for Nikah Mut'ah. We read in Sahih Muslim Book 008, Number 3249, Bab ul Nikah:
Jabir b. 'Abdullah reported: We contracted temporary marriage giving a handful of
(dates or flour as a dower during the lifetime of Allah's Messenger (may peace be
upon him)
Nawawi in his Sharh Muslim Volume 12 page 13, has the testimony of Ibn Masud:
Rasulullah permitted us to do Mut'ah, using cloth (as dower)
We also read Rasulullah (s) allowed a pair of shoes to be given as mahr. We read in Sunan
Tirmidhi Volume 1 page 152:
"A woman from Banu Fazhar was married with a pair of shoes being accepted as
Mahr. Rasulullah (s) asked the women 'Are you happy to give your possessions and
soul in exchange for a pair of shoes? She replied 'Yes'. Rasulullah (s) then deemed
this Nikah valid".
A Nikah is also valid without the giving of a monetary mahr, as giving the Qur'an as mahr shall
suffice, Ibn Hajr al Asqalani in Fathul Bari Volume 9 page 174 comments:
"Some individuals know the whole Qur'an by heart, others knew some of it, and
there marriages were carried out on this basis".

Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 63 of 171

The Sunni Imams of fiqh have stated there is no limitation on the mahr. As evidence we shall
cite the following two Sunni sources:
Mujmooa Sharh al Mahadhib Volume 15 page 482 by Imam Nawawi [Beirut edition]
Al Maghni Volume 6 page 680 by Ibn Qudhayma [Cairo edition]

The scholars in both books state that Imam Shaafi, Imam Ahmad ibn Hanbal, Sufyan Thuri and
Imam Isaac have ruled that mahr carries no limitation; on the contrary anything that can be
counted as a possession, can be counted as mahr.

Reply Two - According to the Ahl as-Sunnah alcohol and pigs can
be included as dowry!
Going a step further, we see that in complete contradiction to the teachings of the Prophet (s)
and Imams, that according to the Ahl as-Sunnah alcohol, pigs, and dogs can be counted as
mahr. The classical Hanafi text Sharh Waqaya Volume 2 page 31, Kitab al Nikah (and it should
be noted that this book is a key text in Deobandi Madrassas) we read:
"If alcohol or a pig is given as Mahr the Nikah is valid".
In another confused part of the article, Dr. Salamah attempts to prove that Mut'ah is evil
because the Imams (as) have promised spiritual reward for it. This is the strangest argument
yet: that when the successors of the Prophet (s) say that something contains great reward, this
means that it is haram. He quotes the following narrations:
Dr Salamah states:
The father of Saleem bin 'Aqabah said that he
asked Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq if there was reward
in agreeing to Mut'ah. The imam said, "Yes, if it
is practiced for seeking the pleasure of Allah and
to oppose those who deny the sanctity of Mut'ah.
Thus, when a person engages in Mut'ah, all of his
private talking to the woman is recorded as
virtues. When he extends his arms towards the
woman, this is also written as virtue. When he
engages in the sexual act with the woman, Allah
forgives all of his sins. When the two take a bath,
Allah showers His blessings upon them and
forgives their sins equal to the amount of hair [on
their bodies]." The narrator inquired in surprise,
"Equal to the amount of hair on their bodies?"
The imam replied, "Yes, for every one single hair
[wet by the water]. But their reward is reduced
by the amount of hair that may not be wet."43
It is narrated by Imam Baqir that the Prophet (s)
said, "When I was being taken to Heaven during
the Mi'raj (ascension), Jibreel met me and told
me, '0 Muhammad, Allah has promised to forgive
all of the sins of those women who practice

Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 64 of 171

Mut'ah."44

Reply One
This argument is senseless. It has already been established that, without any doubt, the
Prophet (s) considered Mut'ah to be a type of marriage at the dawn of Islam. Marriage of any
kind carries great reward. We read in Ahl as-Sunnah's authority work Kanz al Ummal Volume
1page 238, Kitab al Nikah:
"When a man glances at his wife, and she looks at her husband, Allah (swt) glances
at them with blessing. When a man grabs his wife by the hand their fingers lessen
their sins"
We appeal to justice, Mut'ah is also a form of Nikah, and both Sunni and Shi'a books state that
the physical contact between a husband and wife leads to the forgiveness of sins. If this is
possible in permanent marriage, why not in temporary marriage?

Reply Two
Mut'ah is a legitimate means, via which a man and woman marry and hence can lawfully have
sexual intercourse. The books of Ahl as-Sunnah themselves state that Allah (swt) rewards a
couple that have sexual intercourse. We read in Sahih Muslim Book 005, Number 2198, Bab ul
Zakat, Abu Dharr narrated that he heard Rasulullah (s) say to the Sahaba:
…every declaration of the glorification of Allah (i. e. saying Subhan Allah) there is a
Sadaqa, and every Takbir (i. e. saying Allah-O-Akbar) is a Sadaqa, and every praise
of His (saying al-Hamdu Lillah) is a Sadaqa and every declaration that He is One (La
illha ill-Allah) is a Sadaqa, and enjoining of good is a Sadaqa, and forbidding of that
which is evil is a Sadaqa, and in man's sexual Intercourse (with his wife, ) there is a
Sadaqa. They (the Companions) said: Messenger of Allah, is there reward for him
who satisfies his sexual passion among us? He said: Tell me, if he were to devote it
to something forbidden, would it not be a sin on his part? Similarly, if he were to
devote it to something lawful, he should have a reward.
The couple are being rewarded because they are indulging in an act legitimised by the marriage
and are hence protecting themselves from Zinah. Mut'ah is also a form of Nikah and likewise
carries the same time of rewards since the couple are deemed husband and wife under the
Shari'ah and 'lawfully' indulging an act that would have otherwise been Zinah.

Reply Three
According to Ahl as-Sunnah when a married couple touch each other's sexual organs, it is
considered to be a meritous deed. We read in Ahl as-Sunnah's authority work Fatawa Qadhi
Khan, Kitab al Akhir Volume 4 page 783:
If a man rubs his wife's vagina, or a woman rubs her husband's penis, and they
ejaculate as a result, there's is no problem, Imam Abu Yusuf narrates that Imam
Abu Hanifa was asked about this question he said 'There is nothing wrong with it. I
am confident that there is a considerable merit in this act for both parties.
We read in Kanz al Ummal Volume 8 page 237 Kitab al Nikah
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Allah (swt) is pleased when a man and woman kiss each other, and He (swt)
rewards them, and through this kissing he provides them with halaal earnings.
According to Ahl as-Sunnah's authority work Durr'ul Mukhthar Volume 3 page 3, Kitab al Nikah,
the great Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Ibn Abideen Sha'afi, writes
From Adam till now, including the inhabitants of Janna, there exists no Ibadat like
Nikah and sex and its is a testament of Iman, and Nikah with the exception of iman
is an act of worship that cannot be compared as copulating is the means via which
the Muslim Ummah increases in its size"
Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Kamal al-Din Muhammad Ibn Humam, in Sharh Fath al-Qadir Volume 2
page 340 whilst comparing wedlock to worship said:
"It is the closest thing to worship; so that occupying oneself with it is better than
abandoning it for mere worship."
Mut'ah is also a type of Nikah and the merits of Nikah and Mut'ah are one and the same. As
such, the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) have no right to attack the merits of Mut'ah in Shi'a
traditions, when they acknowledge that Mut'ah was considered marriage by the Prophet (s). If
the argument is that sexual relations cannot be given any positive weight in religion, than this is
the argument of Christians, not Muslims, and should be rejected out of hand. If the argument is
that Mut'ah cannot be put on the same level as other acts of worship, than how are we to
explain the following hadeeth in Sahih al Bukhari, Bab ul Saum Volume 3, Book 31, Number
150:
A'isha said, "Allah's Apostle used to kiss some of his wives while he was fasting.
We also read in Sunan Abu Daud Book 13, Number 2380, Kitab al Saum:
Narrated A'isha, Ummul Mu'minin: The Prophet (peace be upon him) used to kiss
her and suck her tongue when he was fasting.
When the Ahl as-Sunnah have attributed such wonderful narrations in their book and graded
them as Sahih, why is it they become so angry at the idea that marital relations can lead to
reward? Dr. Salamah quotes some more hadeeths on this subject:

4.11 Dr. Salamah's Discussion on the blessing of Mut'ah
Dr Salamah states:
The Prophet (PBUH) said,39 "The man who
contracts Mut'ah once will be saved from the
Hellfire. One who contracts it twice will be in the
company of vitreous men [in Paradise]. And the
one who contracts it three times will be my
companion in firdaws [the highest level of
Paradise]."
No one can close the door of blessings which
Allah opens for His servants, Imam Ja'far asSadiq said, "Mut' ah is one of the blessings of
Allah."40
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Reply
There is no disagreement between these narration's and those of the Companions. We read in
Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 2 p. 41 Ayat Mut'ah
Ibn Abbas said:
Mut'ah was blessing of Allah upon the Ummah of Muhammad and had Umar not
prohibited it the only person to fornicate would be a wretched person.
In the same book, we read on the next page:
Hakim was asked whether the verse on Mut'ah has been abrogated, he said "No. Ali
(RA) said: The Mut'ah is a blessing from Allah to his servants. If it were not for Umar
forbidding it, no one would commit (the sin) of fornication except the wretched
(Shaqi; an utmost wrongdoer).
We appeal to justice: according to Ahl as-Sunnah the Sahaba are stars of guidance, and we
should point out that Ibn Abbas and Imam 'Ali (as) are also amongst those stars. As we have
already proven in this article this blessing was bestowed on the Ummah at the outset of Islam.

4.12 Dr. Salamah's Discussion that those that practise Mut'ah shall be
with the Prophet and Imams
Dr Salamah then quotes this tradition
One who engages in Mut'ah once gets the status
of Imam al-Husayn. One who engages in it twice
becomes equal in status to Imam al-Hasan. The
one who performs it three times reaches the
position of Imam 'Ali. And he who practices it
four times acquires the level and position [equal
to that] of the Prophet(PBUH)."

Reply One
The first thing to note is the dishonesty used by the Nasibi in translating this tradition. The
tradition uses the words "Darajata Kadarajat al Husayn" which states that the one practising
Mut'ah shall attain with the Imam (i.e. be in their company) no where does the tradition refers
to be equal in status to the Imam. It is obvious that this only a figurative way of speaking. Yet
according to the Ahl as-Sunnah a child born of Zina can attain the rank of Imam in actual
reality. We read in Ahl as-Sunnah's authoritative work, Tauzeey w'al Talweey p. 7, the
comments of Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Sa'dadeen Taftazanee:
In worldly and religious matters illegitimate off spring have greater benefits then
that of children born legitimately. Whatever position legitimate children attain,
illegitimate children can also attain, their prayers are accepted, their testimonies
are accepted, his becoming a Judge or Imam is permissible (clearly these words
give room for him becoming a Khalifa".
These enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) are fond of recording the Shi'a tradition "those who do
Mut'ah attain a rank with the Imams…" - we should point out that Mut'ah is a type of Nikah,
and that at the beginning of Islam was made halaal by Allah (swt) for the Sahaba and their
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daughters, and Ibn Zubayr was born from this practise. At minimum the Ahl as-Sunnah do
acknowledge that Mut'ah WAS halaal for a time - and Allah (swt) has bestowed all forms of
blessing on one born legitimately. It is indeed heart rending that Dr Salamah adheres to a
madhab where both legitimate and illegitimate child can attain the sane rank / status of
Imamate. In the same way that Abu Bakr and Umar were Khalifas, an illegitimate child can also
share their rank as Khalifas.

Reply Two
The argument that Mut'ah has spiritual benefit is also borne witness to by the Qur'an. Allah
(swt) says in the Holy Qur'an, Surah Nisa verse 69-70:
"All who obey Allah and the messenger are in the company of those on whom is the
Grace of Allah,- of the prophets (who teach), the sincere (lovers of Truth), the
witnesses (who testify), and the Righteous (who do good): Ah! what a beautiful
fellowship! Such is the bounty from Allah: And sufficient is it that Allah knoweth all".
Ibn Katheer says as follows in his commentary of this verse:
Any individual acts in accordance with what Allah (swt) and his Prophet (s) have
given and distance themselves from those acts they said refrain from, such person
shall enter Paradise with the Prophets and shall become the Rafiqeen

Reply Three
It should also be stressed that Mut'ah was a Sunnah of Rasulullah (s) that Umar had sought to
exterminate, and we know the reward for re-introducing a dead Sunnah is that the individual
shall be in Rasulullah's midst / rank on the Day of Judgement. This is clearly proven from the
hadith in Jama al Tirmidhi, Bab al Ulum page 92 [Printed in Deoband]:
Rasulullah (s) stated 'Whoever revives my Sunnah, has revived me, whoever revives
me shall be in Paradise with me"
This is the reward for reviving a dead Sunnah: that such a person will be in the midst of where
Rasulullah (s) resides on the Day of Judgement. Similarly we read in Sunan Tirmidhi Volume 2
page 317, Bab al Manaqib:
"The Prophet (s) grabbed Hasan and Husayn by the hands and said 'Whoever loves
me, these two and their parents, shall be with me, in my rank on the Day of
Judgement".
The Arabic in this tradition states clearly those love these personalities 'Fi Dhurjathee Yaum al
Qiyamaha' and we are yet to find any Sunni that has translated this tradition as meaning shall
sustain the rank of the Prophet - but of course when it comes to defaming the Shi'a then
mistranslating any hadith is legitimate game!
Whilst the above hadith is connected with rewards via one's heart / tongue, serving the rights
of others is also a form of worship that carries reward in the eyes of Allah (swt). Having sex
with one's wife is a major act of serving the rights of others, a right that the husband fulfils
throughout his life. In marriage, the couple are fulfilling the rights that they owe one another,
and it is an act that carries major rewards. Allah (swt) orders us to fulfil our duties to others as
a priority, and has provided the means for mankind to fulfil this duty, via sexual intercourse - an
act that carries many benefits, primarily the production of offspring, a means via which human
existence continues. Pious children make du'a of forgiveness for their parents, in fact their good
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deeds favour parents as Sadaqa Jareeya - are all these rewards / benefits not due to having
sex? If it is then why the objection in believing that such an act carries rewards?
All of this points to the same reality indicated by the hadeeth that Dr. Salamah is criticising:
that those who perform righteous words and adhere to the Sunnah of the Prophet (s) shall be
in his company on the day of Judgement. This is what every believer strives for; yet Dr.
Salamah's heart seems to be consumed by the desire to be placed with Mu'awiyah and 'Umar
on the Day of Judgement. Indeed, we hope that his desire is fulfilled.

4.13 Dr. Salamah's Discussion on the rewards for Mut'ah
The Nasibi had also quoted this hadith:
Dr Salamah states:
The father of Saleem bin 'Aqabah said that he
asked Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq if there was reward
in agreeing to Mut'ah. The imam said, "Yes, if it
is practiced for seeking the pleasure of Allah and
to oppose those who deny the sanctity of Mut'ah.
Thus, when a person engages in Mut'ah, all of his
private talking to the woman is recorded as
virtues. When he extends his arms towards the
woman, this is also written as virtue. When he
engages in the sexual act with the woman, Allah
forgives all of his sins. When the two take a bath,
Allah showers His blessings upon them and
forgives their sins equal to the amount of hair [on
their bodies]." The narrator inquired in surprise,
"Equal to the amount of hair on their bodies?"
The imam replied, "Yes, for every one single hair
[wet by the water]. But their reward is reduced
by the amount of hair that may not be wet."

Reply
The tactic of the good Dr is to point out to his brethren that the Nasibi believe that Allah (swt)
rewards those that commit Zina. As we have already proven Mut'ah is a form of Nikah, hence
any traditions that praise Nikah automatically incorporates Mut'ah also, ranging from the act of
sexual intercourse through to performing Ghusl. The Imams had specifically cited the rewards
of Nikah Mut'ah, because on the other side an act deemed halaal by Allah and his Rasulullah (s)
had been made haraam, and as a consequence society had become plagued with people
fornicating. The Imams (as) were merely pointing out that Mut'ah was an act allowed by Allah
(swt) that protected people from indulging in Zina, and just like standard Nikah it also carried
rewards from Allah (swt).
Let us analyse an appraisal of Nikah from the books of Ahl'ul Sunnah. We read in Sahih al
Bukhari Volume 2, Book 13, Number 6, Bab ul Juma
"Narrated Abu Huraira: Allah's Apostle (s) said, "Any person who takes a bath on
Friday like the bath of Janaba and then goes for the prayer (in the first hour i.e.
early), it is as if he had sacrificed a camel (in Allah's cause); and whoever goes in
the second hour it is as if he had sacrificed a cow; and whoever goes in the third
hour, then it is as if he had sacrificed a horned ram; and if one goes in the fourth
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hour, then it is as if he had sacrificed a hen; and whoever goes in the fifth hour then
it is as if he had offered an egg. When the Imam comes out (i.e. starts delivering the
Khutba), the angels present themselves to listen to the Khutba."
Sunan Tirmidhi narrates the tradition differently, beginning with the words:
"One who perform Ghusl and also gives his wife Ghusl"
In his commentary of this tradition, Imam of Ahl as-Sunnahal Muhaddith Sarnpuri [in Sunan
Tirmidhi ma Hasheeya Ahmad Ali Sarnpuri Volume 1 page 58, published Deoband] says:
"gives his wife Ghusl" in the tradition, it means he in effect forces her to perform
Ghusl by sleeping with her so as to fulfil his sexual desire"
Dr Salamah should take note one that 'fulfils his sexual desire' via intercourse with his wife, he
is rewarded in such a manner that, when he then performs Ghusl on Friday the reward is on
par with sacrificing a camel. This clearly proves that the reward for entering the Mosque after
Wudhu or standard Ghusl does not carry as great a reward as performing Ghusl Janaba. What
did the man do that granted him such a reward? He had sex with his wife, much of which
involves him merely fulfilling his own sexual instinct. A wife here can refer to standard Nikah or
Nikah Mut'ah, since the tradition refers to the reward not to the type of Nikah, and according to
Ahl as-Sunnah when Rasulullah (s) had praised this act, he had done so at a time when Mut'ah
was also legitimate, since Sunni traditions allege that Mut'ah was practised at the time of the
victory of Makka, others even say the Farewell Pilgrimage. According to Ahl as-Sunnah this
appraisal of Juma occurred long before these events and which is why Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah
Ibn Jurraya sought maximum benefits from such reward by contracting Mut'ah with between 70
and 90 women.
Shaykh Abdul Qadir Jilani whilst discussing the etiquette's of Nikah narrates this tradition in
Ghaneeyath ul Talibeen Volume 1 page 31:
When a woman becomes pregnant by her husband it is on par with her spending the
whole night praying and the fasting the next day, and is also on par with Jihad in
the way of Allah (swt). Upon hearing this virtue Ayesha said 'Women have attained
a great reward, so men how do you feel?' Rasulullah (s) then said 'Whoever takes
his wife by the hand with the intention of sleeping with her he attains 10 good
deeds. When he has sex with her he attains a reward superior to anything in the
world. When he gets ready to perform Ghusl, then every part of his body that is
submerged in water a book is brought down that removes his bad deeds and
increases his good deeds. The rewards of this Ghusl are superior anything in the
world, Angels express the happiness with him on behalf of Allah, saying 'Look at this
creation, he is performing Ghusl Janaba on a cold night, verily I shall say witness
this before my Creator, and shall pray that he be forgiven"

4.14 Dr. Salamah's Discussion that there is no need to make
enquiries about a woman before Mut'ah
Dr Salamah also objected to this tradition
Aban bin Tughlaq related that he said to Imam
Ja'far as-Sadiq, "Often during my travels I come
across a very beautiful woman and am not sure if
she has a husband or if she is an adulteress or if
she is one of dubious character," The Imam
responded, "Why should you worry about all of
these things? Your duty is to believe what she
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[says]. Engage in Mut'ah with her."

Reply One - Did the Sahaba conduct such investigations?
The question needs to be directed at the Sahaba, who contracted Mut'ah upon the permission
of Rasulullah (s), and would venture into those areas / townships that was new territory for
them - did they conduct into enquiry's with regards to marital status, character etc? Whilst
Ahl'ul Sunnah books are silent on this matter, the very fact that we learn in Fathul Bari Volume
9 page 141 that the Sahaba Umar bin Harees contracted Mut'ah with a pregnant slave proves
that such inquiries were not conducted by the Sahaba. If it was necessary then the Sahaba
were indeed very stupid, having contracted Mut'ah with a pregnant woman. The fact that a
Sahaba had not conducted such an investigation clearly point to the fact that Rasulullah(s) did
not order the Muslims to make such inquiries.
< ill of wife a wedded remain man allowed (s) Rasulullah Sunnah, Ahl?ul According - Two>
Also worthy of note is the fact that according to the Ahl'ul Sunnah, Rasulullah (s) allowed a man
the option to remain married to an unfaithful wife! This is clear from the tradition in - Sunan
Abu Dawud: Book 11, Number 2044
Narrated Abdullah ibn Abbas:
A man came to the Prophet (peace be upon him), and said: My wife does not
prevent the hand of a man who touches her. He said: Divorce her. He then said: I
am afraid my inner self may covet her. He said: Then enjoy her.

Reply Two - The tradition carries a weak isnad
We should also point out that the hadith has been copied from Tadheeb al Ahkam page 253
and carries a weak isnad! One narrator is Ali bin Hadeed, and Shaykh Tusi in Tadheeb al Ahkam
Volume 2 page145, Bab al Tajraath commenting on this narrator in another tradition stated:
"The narration taken from Zarar includes Ali bin Hadeed in the chain and he is very
weak, he narration's cannot be relied upon"
Allamah Tusi in his esteemed worked al Istibsar Volume 1 page 22 also commented on this
narrator as follows:
"The first thing is that this report is Mursal [unknown] and its narrator is Ali bin
Hadeed and he is weak, and this makes the narration weak"

Reply Three - Qadhi Abu Yusuf endorsed a marriage that he knew
was haraam under the Shari'ah
If Dr Salamah is attacking our Imam for ruling out the need to make an enquiry of a woman
before contracting Mut'ah, allow us to cite how a great Sunni Imam issued the following
enquiry. We read in Suyuti's classic Sunni work Tari'khu'l-khulafa', page. 222.
"Ibn Mubarak narrates after becoming the Khalifa, Harun fell in love with a slave
girl. He wanted to sleep with her, but she said 'It is not permissible for you to do so,
as I slept with your father Hadi. As Harun was besotted by the woman he called alQadi Abu Yusuf and asked him for a means via which he could satisfy his lust. The
Qadi said: 'She is just a slave woman. Should you accept whatever she says? No. Do
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not accept her words as true'. So the Caliph satisfied his desire.
Ibn Mubarak comments: "I do not know who among these three was more
surprising: the Caliph who put his hand into the blood and property of the Muslims
and did not respect his step-mother; or the slave woman who refused to grant the
desire of the Caliph; or the Qadi who allowed the Caliph to dishonour his father and
sleep with that concubine who was his step-mother.'"
Tarikhul Khulafa, Page 222
Now the moralistic Dr Salamah is expressing his outrage that our Imam (as) said a pre inquiry
is not required for Mut'ah. We have seen that Imam as-Sadiq (as) was only telling Muslim men
that they do not have to go around interrogating women as to whether or not they are married.
This is an issue from akhlaq (ethics): if a woman agrees to do Mut'ah with a man, how insulting
is it to then accuse that women of possibly being already married? This type of behaviour does
not behove a believer, and it is similar to the way that Wahabis and other enemies of the Ahl
al-Bayt insult their Muslim brothers and sisters by demanding that every halaal restaurant
owner to prove with 100% certainty that food is halaal. What we see in this hadeeth of Imam
as-Sadiq (as), then, is a command to treat one's fellow Muslims with respect and not doubt the
piety of their behaviour.
Yet what we see with Abu Yusuf's fatwa is the exact opposite. A man already knows that a
woman is already married or otherwise beholden to another man, and Abu Yusuf says to merely
ignore that fact. The foolish Dr. Salamah accuses the grandson of the Holy Prophet (s), Imam
Ja'far as-Sadiq (as), of endorsing debauchery by saying that one does not need to interrogate a
prospective wife. Yet according to Abu Yusuf, once such an interrogation is made and it is
discovered that the woman is already married, then it is still permissible to fornicate with her.
Qadi Abu Yusuf is the one of the esteemed Imams of the Hanafi Sect, who issued a fatwa
legitimizing incest (between a son and mother), and yet Dr Salamah accuses the Shi'a of being
immoral!

4.15 Dr Salamah's discussion on Mut'ah with a Young Girl
Dr Salamah comments:
Jameel bin ad-Dari said that he asked Imam
Ja'far as-Sadiq if Mut'ah was permissible with a
virgin girl. The imam said, "There is no harm in it
if the girl is not too young. However, all of the
collectors of hadith agree that a nine-year-old girl
is not considered too young."37

Reply One - According to the Ahl as-Sunnah Ayesha married
Rasulullah (s) when she was nine
In theory when a girl attains puberty (via menstruation) she can be married. The Ahl as-Sunnah
have themselves attested to the fact that a girl aged nine can marry, one wonders why
Salamah is portraying outrage when his own books claim that Ayesha married Rasulullah (s)
when she was six and the marriage was consummated when she was nine.
According to the Ahl as-Sunnah texts Ayesha herself testified to her tender age:
We read in Sahih al Bukhari Volume 5, Book 58, Merits of the Helpers in Madinah (Ansar)
Hadith Number 234:
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Narrated A'isha:
The Prophet engaged me when I was a girl of six (years). We went to Medina and
stayed at the home of Bani-al-Harith bin Khazraj. Then I got ill and my hair fell
down. Later on my hair grew (again) and my mother, Um Ruman, came to me while
I was playing in a swing with some of my girl friends. She called me, and I went to
her, not knowing what she wanted to do to me. She caught me by the hand and
made me stand at the door of the house. I was breathless then, and when my
breathing became alright, she took some water and rubbed my face and head with
it. Then she took me into the house. There in the house I saw some Ansari women
who said, "Best wishes and Allah's Blessing and a good luck." Then she entrusted
me to them and they prepared me (for the marriage). Unexpectedly Allah's Apostle
came to me in the forenoon and my mother handed me over to him, and at that time
I was a girl of nine years of age.
Ayesha's frank comments about here young age at the time of marriage are also found in
Sunan Abu Daud, Kitab al Adab Book 41, Number 4915:
Narrated A'isha, Ummul Mu'minin:
The Apostle of Allah (peace be upon him) married me when I was seven or six.
When we came to Medina, some women came. According to Bishr's version: Umm
Ruman came to me when I was swinging. They took me, made me prepared and
decorated me. I was then brought to the Apostle of Allah (peace be upon him), and
he took up cohabitation with me when I was nine. She halted me at the door, and I
burst into laughter.
Ibn Hazm in his al-Muhalla Volume 6, part 9, pp. 458-460 has used the young age of Ayesha as
proof that according to Sunni fiqh a young girl can be forcibly married (without her consent):
"A father may give consent to have his young virgin daughter married without
obtaining her permission, for she does not have a choice, exactly as Abu Bakr
Siddique did to his daughter A'isha, when she was six years old. He married her to
the prophet Muhammad without her permission."
Of interest is the fact that according to Ahl'ul Sunnah's most esteemed work Sahih al Bukhari:
Narrated by A'isha: Allah's Apostle said (to me), "You were shown to me in a dream.
An angel brought you to me, wrapped in a piece of silken cloth, and said to me, 'This
is your wife,' I removed the piece of cloth from your face, and there you were. I said
to myself. 'If it is from Allah, then it will surely be.'"

Sahih al-Bukhari, Volume 7, Book 62, Number 57

Do Nasibi such as Ibn Salamah have any right to attack the Shi'a ruling that a Nikah Mut'ah can
'in theory' occur for a nine year old, when they have traditions wherein an Angel delivers an
infant girl wrapped in silk [like some gift] to Rasulullah (s) and conveys that good news that
'This is his wife'?

Reply Two- According to the Ahl as-Sunnah you can even marry a
girl under the age of nine
If this Nasibi is expressing outrage at the notion that jurists said that Nikah Mut'ah can be
contracted with a nine year old, then why does he not look at the comments of his own camp,
al-Fatawa al-hindiya Volume 1 page 287 states:
Concerning the issue of consummating the marriage with [a girl under age], it was
said that she should not be slept with before she attains puberty, but it was said in
al-Bahr al-ra´iq that she can be slept with at the age of nine. The majority of Imams
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are of the opinion that the issue of age plays no role in this respect, and that the
criterion is that the woman should be physically fit and big enough to accommodate
men, and consequently there would be no fear that she would get sick if she is
copulated with, even if she has not reached the age of nine. But if she is thin or
gaunt and cannot bear sex, and is in danger of getting sick, her husband is not
allowed to sleep with her, even if she is of age - this is the sound opinion."

Reply Three - Umar married a girl who had not even attained puberty
If this Nasibi is expressing outrage at the Shi'a scholars the he should know that according to
the Ahl as-Sunnah Umar had a wife called Umme Kalthum who had not even attained puberty
at the time that the khalifa had been laid to rest in his grave! Imam of Ahl'ul Sunnah Allamah
Dhurqani in Sharh Muwwasab Volume 7 page 9 states clearly:
"Umme Kalthum, wife of Umar did not attain puberty by the time that he had died".
Dr Salamah, when your books allege that Rasulullah (s) consummated marriage with Ayesha
when she was nine, and Umar the Khalifa married a girl so young that she hadn't even attained
puberty when he died, you have no right to attack Shi'a Fuquha for saying Mut'ah can be
contracted with a nine year old.

4.16 Dr Salamah's discussion on the Commission of Mut'ah
Dr Salamah states:
'Ali asked the Prophet (PBUH),38 What is the
reward of the person who participates in the
virtuous deed of arranging the mutual meetings
of a man and woman?" The Prophet (PBUH) said,
"He will receive the same reward as the two who
engage in Mut'ah."

Helping a couple to marry is a major blessing for getting married is the Sunnah of Rasulullah
(s). Why is it outrageous to believe that arranging such a marriage carries a reward? We appeal
to those with open minds to think about this logically, a third party is assisting the couple to
lawfully marry and have sexual intercourse, had they not assisted the parties they may well
have satiated their lust via Zina. By arranging Mut'ah between the parties, the third party shall
be rewarded for achieving two good deeds, namely:
Preventing the couple from indulging in a major sin.
Assisting in them marrying (in a manner that has been deemed lawful under the
Shari'ah).

4.17 Dr. Salamah's Discussion that you can contract Mut'ah with
countless women
The Nasibi Dr. Salamah objected to these
three hadeeth:
"If one desires, he may have Mut'ah with one
thousand women since these are like hired
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women."
Zararah said, "I asked the Imam [i.e., Ja'far asSadiq] with how many different girls one can
contract Mut'ah. He answered, 'with as many as
one likes. These women are like hired girls."
One my have sexual relations with the woman
contracted for Mut'ah any number of times he
desires.

Reply
This thick Nasibi clearly hasn't read the Qur'an. If the Qur'an places a limit on women on
standard marriages to four, it places no limits with regards to the number of concubines
(slaves) that a man can have: he could sleep with a thousand, even a hundred thousand
women. Allah (swt) deems sleeping with thousands of concubines to be permissible, the books
of Sunni hadith collections place the rank of sleeping with a concubine to be on par with that of
sleeping with one's wife. Why doesn't Dr Salamah raise his objections against Allah (swt) and
his Rasul (s), and shout at them: "You believe in fornication with women, and you can sleep
with thousands of them!" If sleeping with a multiple number of women constitutes evidence of
such a practise being fornication, then perhaps these Nasibi could offer an explanation about
this tradition that we find in Sahih al Bukhari Volume 4, Book 52, Number 74, Book of Jihad this
atrocious tradition:
Narrated Abu Huraira:
Allah's Apostle said, "Once Solomon, son of David said, '(By Allah) Tonight I will
have sexual intercourse with one hundred (or ninety-nine) women each of whom
will give birth to a knight who will fight in Allah's Cause.' On that a (i.e. if Allah
wills) but he did not say, 'Allah willing.' Therefore only one of those women
conceived and gave birth to a half-man. By Him in Whose Hands Muhammad's life is,
if he had said, "Allah willing', (he would have begotten sons) all of whom would
have been knights striving in Allah's Cause."
The moralistic Dr Salamah in his article, tried to incite outrage at the fact the Imams from Ahl'ul
bayt (as) said that a man could practise Mut'ah with multiple women. Why is he expressing
such outrage when his most esteemed work after the Qur'an suggests that Prophet Sulayman
(as)'s sex drive was so high that he slept with one hundred women in one night!
Sayyid Abu'l Ala Maudoodi in his Tahfeem ul Qur'an Volume 2 pages 112-113 footnote 44, in his
discussion on Slave girls in his Tafsir of this ayat taken from Maudoodi's 'Tafheem ul Qur'an'
"The maximum limit of four has not been prescribed for slave girls as is the case of
wives for the simple reason that the number of female prisoners of war is
unpredictable. But the lack of limit does by no means provide a license for the well
to do people to have any number of slave girls for licentious purposes".
By the same token, we can also argue that Imam Jafer (as) was merely pointing out that in
theory a man can have multiple Mut'ah wives, and to paraphrase Maudoodi:
"The lack of limit does by no means provide a licence for the well to do people to
have any number of Mut'ah wives for licentious purposes".
In the tradition Dr Salamah quoted, our Imam (as) was saying that one could [in theory]
practise Mut'ah with multiple women, but in reality they discouraged the excessive use of
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Mut'ah, we for example read in Furu al Kafi Volume 5 page 452 (Tehran printed edition 1391
Hijri)
Ali bin Yaqtheen narrates that Imam Musa Kadhim (as) was asked about Nikah
Mut'ah, he replied 'Why do you, when you with the blessing of Allah (swt) have a
wife at your side? He [Ali] replied 'No I just want to know'. Imam Kadhim (as)
replied 'The permissibility is present within the Book of Allah (swt)'
This Nasibi should have at least some shame: whilst our books of fiqh have only stated that a
man could in theory sleep with as many women as one likes, their great Imam Jurraya
practically implemented the practice of Mut'ah with many. This is Dhahabi's appraisal of Ibn
Jurraya in his book Tadkirathul Huffaz Volume 1 pages170 -171:
"The scholar of Makka Abu Waleed stated 'Khalid Abdul Malik bin Abdul Aziz bin
Jurraya was a servant of the Banu Ummaya and was amongst the Fuquha of Makka,
he has many appellations, and is counted amongst the great 'ulama, he was born a
few years after 70 Hijri, and he met the great Sahaba…Ahmad Ibn Hanbal said 'Ibn
Jurraya was a treasure of knowledge'. Jareer commented that Ibn Jurraya deemed
Mut'ah to be permissible, and he contracted Mut'ah with 70 women…Ibn Abdul
Hakim stated "…heard from Imam Shaafi says Ibn Jurraya contracted Mut'ah with
90 women".
Before attacking the comments of our Imam (as) on Mut'ah with multiple women, we would
urge Dr Salamah to check out the sexual appetite of his Imam Ibn Jurraya and if he wants a
more up to date example we would urge him to look at sexual activities of the Saudi Royal
Family, whose sexual activities exceed the usage of four wives.

4.18 The Fatwa of Wahabi Leader Bin Baz
It remains to be seen exactly what Dr. Salamah is upset about. Even though many Sunni 'ulama
(though certainly not all) may believe that Mut'ah is abrogated, nonetheless a Sunni man may
do exactly the same thing as Mut'ah even if he does not call it that by name. This is because of
the leniency that Sunni Islam has on the matter of divorce. Divorce has almost no conditions in
Sunni fiqh. In Shi'ite fiqh (which accords with the Qur'an), divorce requires two witnesses.
Furthermore, one is not allowed to divorce one's wife if he has had sexual relations with her
since her last menstrual cycle. Rather, he must not have any sexual relationships from the end
of menstrual cycle to the end of another (about one month), and then he may recite the Talaq.
This, however, is not a condition according to Sunnis. As such, a man may divorce his wife at
the drop of a hat.
In this case, we see that a man may marry a woman in a permanent marriage (Nikah), with
every intention of divorcing her after he has sex with her. He may marry her, then have sexual
relations with her, and immediately announce that she is divorced. This is haram according to
Shi'a fiqh, yet it is absolutely halaal according to Sunni fiqh. Let us read the fatwa of the former
chief Mufti of Saudi Arabia, Bin Baz:
Someone asked him: In one of your tapes, you have a fatwa that it is permissible for
someone in a Western country to get married with the intention of getting divorced
after a specific period…What is the difference between this and between Mut'ah?
Response: Yes, this fatwa has come from Permanent Council (of Muftis), and I am
its leader, and we have ruled that it is permissible to marry with the intention of
getting divorced, if this intention is between the servant and his Lord. If someone
marries in a Western country, and his intention is that when he finishes his studies
or finds a job or something like this that he will get divorced, then there is
absolutely no problem with this in the opinion of all 'ulama. This intention is
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something between the servant and Allah, and is not a condition. The difference
between this and Mut'ah is that Mut'ah has the condition of a definite time period,
such as a month or two months or a year or two years and so forth. If the time
period fends, then the Nikah is abrogated. This is the invalid form Mut'ah. However,
if somebody marries according to the Sunnah of Allah and the Prophet, but he
nonetheless holds the intention in his heart that when he leaves the (Western)
country he will divorce, then there is no harm it. This intention might change, and so
it is not something definite. This intention is not a condition, and it is something
between the servant and his Lord. There is no harm in it, and it is one of the ways
that a person may remain chaste and avoid fornication and debauchery. This is the
statement of all people of knowledge.
Reference at BinBaz.com
This is absolutely bizarre. Bin Baz has permitted something that is in no way different from a
temporary marriage. If a marriage with the intention to divorce is not temporary marriage, what
is it? The only reason Bin Baz says Mut'ah is invalid is because the man actually tells the woman
this beforehand, and that they agree on it, and that this condition is binding. Basically this
amounts to saying that since Mut'ah is honest, it is haram. So if a man lies to a woman and
promises her a permanent marriage, and then divorces her one-hour later, this is fine. But if a
man and woman actually agree together that the marriage is only to last a month or what have
you, then it is haram. For the Bin Baz camp its perfectly legitimate for a man to marry a woman
[with the 'hidden' intention of divorcing her afterwards] if this is not deception then what on
earth is? The woman may want to settle down, and have a family, a liar comes along who
charms her, marries her, gets her into bed and then divorces her. All her hopes / dreams of
having a man to settle down have been shattered there and then, she was tricked into marriage
and then divorced. How can anybody with the slightest gift of intelligence claim that this
"marriage with intent to divorce" is moral, and according to Bin Baz all scholars agree on its
permissibility, yet temporary marriage is impermissible? What is possibly the difference, except
that a dishonesty / deception is allowed in Bin Baz's temporary marriage?
Will Dr. Salamah then argue that Bin Baz, the Supreme Wahabi mufti of Saudi Arabia when he
was alive, is permitting fornication and adultery? There is simply no difference between
marriage with intent to divorce and temporary marriage, except that in temporary marriage the
couple are up front about what he wants. This fatwa absolutely destroys every single one of Dr.
Salamah's arguments about the immorality of Mut'ah, since according to his own leader he may
contract a temporary marriage ("marriage with intent to divorce") whenever and however he
feels like, and he does not even have to inform the woman of this.
In the article, 'Temporary Marriage' the unnamed Sunni author gives a very personalised
account of her involvement in a Mut'ah relationship with her Shi'a boyfriend for four years that
she eventually liberated herself from after:
Muslim sister states:
"I learnt that I had lost my honor and dignity to
someone who had done this to several other
girls"

Whilst this was the catalyst for her article against Mut'ah, we ask her directly:
'Would the same loss of dignity / honour not have occurred if you were a party to the Misyaar
marriage? Would you not have felt more used? When you entered the Mut'ah marriage you
knew exactly what you were getting yourself in to, a marriage with a start / end date agreed by
the two of you, wherein the motive was sex. Let us change the scenario, and imagine that your
boyfriend was a Salafi. He makes a marriage proposal, you duly agree. The Nikah takes place
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he has sexual relations with you for the next four years and then one day, without any
advanced warning he divorces you informing you that he married you with the intention of
divorcing you at a later date. Would you not be shocked and devastated by this news? Four
years is a long time, you would have loved him and tended to his needs in your capacity as the
wife of (what you believed) was your lifetime partner. The intention of your husband was not
that, rather he merely wanted a 'legitimate' means of satisfying his lust for sex, and that he
intended on divorcing you the moment that his appetite was satiated. The bottom line is you
had been duped into this marriage, this pious Salafi had 'tricked' you into bed.
Would this scenario not have hurt you more than the Mut'ah marriage? Is Misyaar marriage
wherein a man marries with a dishonest intention not an attack on the honour and dignity of
women? After all the intention is to marry a woman, sleep with her and then divorce her. Let us
not forget that we read in Sunan Abu Daud Book 12, Number 2173:
Narrated Abdullah ibn Umar:
The Prophet (peace be upon him) said: Of all the lawful acts the most detestable to
Allah is divorce
Misyaar marriage carries an 'intention' to divorce, an act that is the most detestable in the eyes
of Allah (swt)! Would Allah (swt) give his blessing to a marriage that's foundation is based upon
this detestable intention?
Let us also contemplate the serious ramifications that a Misyaar marriage can have on a
woman. Unfortunately Muslim communities have a tendency to look down on divorced women,
they are rarely treated sympathetically, and are on the contrary often 'blamed' for marital
breakdown even though they have committed no wrongdoing. The cultural desire for men to
marry 'virgins' makes it extremely difficult for divorced women to find partners again. They are
in effect forced to live sad lonely lives. When a Misyaar marriage takes place the 'only' person
that knows of the intention to divorce is the husband. The woman marries thinking that the
Nikah is permanent and hence tells everyone about it, her relatives, friends this marriage is
known to the whole community. When the man then subsequently divorces her, this poor lady's
life is ruined. She becomes the talk of her community, she may well try and argue her defence
but at the end of the day she is a 'divorced' woman whose chances of marrying again have
been seriously reduced thanks to the halaal practise of Misyaar marriage.
Compare this to Mut'ah marriage where both parties know and agree that the marriage is for a
specified time, no witnesses are required and no divorce utterance takes place. This marriage
can take place quietly and the woman saves herself from being graded a divorced woman.
Which type of marriage exploits women, Mut'ah marriage or Misyaar marriage? It is indeed sad
that the Sunni Ulema deem Mut'ah to be haraam, whilst Misyaar marriage that ultimately leaves
a woman tricked into marriage, sexually exploited and divorced to be halaal!

4.19 Refuting the questions posed by Dr Salamah al Nasibi
Dr. Salamah writes:
It seems appropriate to conclude this discussion
with the following questions; If an Islamic state is
established based upon Shi'ah doctrines or if the
Shi'as are allowed to practice their religious
beliefs, who would organize the "religious duty"
of supplying young girls with which one could
engage in the practice of Mut'ah?
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Nikah is also a religious duty in Islam. Does the Nasibi Saudi Arabian State organize the
religious duty of providing young girls to marry? This religious duty can be carried out between
the two parties or can be arranged by a third one. There is no duty under Shari'ah to present
young girls to interested parties. Therefore, Dr. Salamah's question makes little sense.
But in any case, we read that the "supplying of young girls" was the Sunnah of 'Umar. We read
in Sahih Bukhari, Volume 5, Hadith Number 352 in the Book of Nikah:
"'Umar bin Al-Khattab said, 'When Hafsa bint 'Umar became a widow after the death
of (her husband) Khunais bin Hudhafa As-Sahmi who had been one of the
companions of the Prophet, and he died at Medina. I went to 'Uthman bin 'Affan and
presented Hafsa (for marriage) to him. He said, 'I will think it over.' I waited for a
few days, and then he met me and said, 'It seems that it is not possible for me to
marry at present.' 'Umar further said, 'I met Abu Bakr As-Siddique and said to him,
'If you wish, I will marry my daughter Hafsa to you.' Abu Bakr kept quiet and did not
say anything to me in reply. I became angrier with him than with 'Uthman.
Here, we see 'Umar going from man to man, offering his daughter to them. Would Dr. Salamah
do the same?
Further, we may pose another question: however: would he loan out his wife or daughter for
the sake of halala?
Dr. Salamah then asks a second question:
Would the state or the Shi'ah community issue
religious licenses to a few virtuous women to
take up the profession of Mut'ah on a full-time
basis

Did Asma binte Abu Bakr obtain a religious licence from Rasulullah (s), since she had vouched
proudly that she had practised Mut'ah during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s)? In the same way
that women did not get licenses from Rasulullah(s) for Mut'ah the same is the case today: all
that is required is an agreement between the two parties. The meaning of Salamah's question
remains vague.
He then asks:
Would devout Shi'as allow their wives, mothers,
sisters and daughters to participate in the virtues
of Mut'ah in their free time?

First point to note is the fact that the Shi'a would not allow their wives to contract Mut'ah since
they are already married. As we have seen, Mut'ah is a practice allowed under the Shari'ah that
believers can utilise when the need arises, and acts as a safety valve from Zina. Allah (swt) has
allowed the believers this option, which means that they 'can' practise Mut'ah, not that they
'must' practise it. When your Imam Abu Hanifa endorsed Nikah halala did he do so to aid his
mother and daughter? We may ask another question for Dr. Salamah: The Hanafi Sect
approves of female circumcision. Have the women in Dr Salamah's household carried through
this virtuous act? We read in Fathul Qadeer, Sharh Hidaya Volume 1 page 55, Bab Ghusl

"Circumcision is that area where flesh is removed from the man or woman, and this
circumcision is a Sunnah for a man, and is a great attainment for a woman, since it
is more enjoyable to have sex with a circumcised woman, and some of the great
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scholars have said that circumcision for men and women is a Sunnah".
We would appeal to Dr Salamah, if female circumcision is such a virtuous act according to your
madhab, as vouched for in this great work, could you kindly tell us if any of the wives and
daughters of your first three Khalifas were circumcised? If circumcision is a Sunnah in your
madhab have you or your Hanafi brethren allowed your wives, mothers, sisters and daughters
to participate in the virtues of female circumcision? If you can't find any examples of female
circumcision in your camp, we certainly can with regards to Mut'ah, when Abu Bakr's daughter
did so.
We have also seen that the Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Qutbadeen Muhammad bin Mas'ud Shirazi
(d. 710 Hijri) in his book "Nizhaath al Quloob taken from "az Isthakhsa al Fahm" page 981
states:
A child born out of fornication is better due to the fact that a man does so with
complete effort and enjoyment, whilst a child conceived legitimately only pleases
his wife. A child born from fornication is more clever, that is why Amr bin Aas and
Mu'awiya bin Abu Sufyan were great politicians and are counted as amongst the
people of deception, the greatest politician from this group was Ziyad bin Ubayya
Now we challenge Dr Salamah: according to your 'ulama a child born of Zina is better than a
child born from wedlock. So did your Sahaba and Salaf Imam produce clever children? We can
paraphrase Dr Salamah's line of questioning, and on the basis of Qutbadeen Shirazi's statement
that zina produces good benefits we would ask him:
'Would the [Sunni] state or the Sunni community issue religious licenses to a few
virtuous women to take up the profession of Zina on a full-time basis or would
devout Sunni's allow their wives, mothers, sisters and daughters to participate in
the virtues of Zina in their free time to ensure that a clever Sunni population is
produced?'
Other fatwas that Dr. Salamah should immediately act upon according to his logic that anything
permissible is wajib, would include the fatwa of Imam Nawawi in Sharh Muslim Volume 1 page
147 said:
"Semen is pure, some have said that eating it is halaal".
Dr. Salamah has argued that anything halaal should get state support, and has asked why the
state does not provide women for Mut'ah if Mut'ah is halaal. Since it is supposedly halaal to eat
semen, than clearly state support should be given to those who would like to eat semen, just as
(according to Salamah) the state should be providing women for Mut'ah if Mut'ah is halaal.
Would Dr. Salamah like to follow this fatwa and offer his services to the Saudi Arabian State,
and ensure that he fulfils his religious obligation by making his semen available for all to eat?
There are, after all, a lot of hungry people in Saudi Arabia, and surely ensuring that they are
able to fill their stomachs with a tall drink of human semen would be more obligatory than
providing them women for Mut'ah. First things first, after all. Also, in this same vein, we
remember that Sippa-e-Sahaba used the following hadeeth to prove Mut'ah is not halaal:
"Abdullah bin Ameer came before Imam Baqir (as) and asked a question regarding
Mut'ah, The Imam replied 'Mut'ah is halaal until the Day of Judgement;. He [Ibn
Ameer] then asked 'Would you like it if your women / daughters did this?' Upon
hearing this, the Imam turned away his face".
Now, what does Dr. Salamah think Imam Nawawi's reaction would be in the following
conversation: Someone came to Imam Nawawi and asked whether or not it is permissible to eat
semen. The Imam said yes. The person then asked: "Would you like it if your daughter did
this?" Would Imam Nawawi do what Dr. Salamah was advising Imam al-Baqir (as) to do, and
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say: "Yes, here is my daughter! Feed her as much as you like!"
We read in Fatawa Qadhi Khan, Volume 1 page 11, Kitab al Taharah:
"If any type of impurity appears on one's clothes then one should continue licking
that area, once that stain goes away, the area becomes pure"
Could Dr Salamah inform us as to whether any of the women in his home act on the above
virtuous fatwa?
Dr. Salamah has made a big mistake by attempting to argue that Shi'ite hadeeth literature
legitimises immorality. All that we have discussed leaves no doubt that Mut'ah is in no way
immoral, and that it was sanctioned by Allah (swt) and His Prophet (s). Conversely, the Sunni
hadeeth literature abounds with some of the most lurid and disgusting tales. The Sunni fiqh is,
at times, even worse. Some notable examples of the public immorality of some companions and
Sunni 'ulama are given below, as well as some of the blasphemous stories attributed to the
Holy Prophet (s) himself. For the sake of taste, we would normally not bring such issues up; but
Dr. Salamah has uttered words of utter blasphemy against Allah, His Prophet, and His Religion,
as well as forging numerous hadeeths against them. Since Dr. Salamah has decided to make a
moral argument, than we will see how "moral" the Sunni belief system, hadeeth literature, and
law is:

First example of Sunni morality - Salafi 'Ulama Ruled that
Masturbation is Halal
Ibn Qayyim, who is one of the only scholars that the Wahabis do not reject and who was a
student of Ibn Taymiyya. If any Nasibi wishes to play the usual tact of distancing himself from
anything that doesn't appeal to him, then allow us to present a glowing appraisal of this great
scholar that shall leave us with no doubt of his authenticity according to the Wahabi Sect. We
are quoting directly from this Wahabi Link:
http://www.bysiness.co.uk/'ulamah/bio_jawziyya.htm
"Sham Al-din Muhammad Ibn Abi Bakr, Ibn al-Qayyim al-Jawziyya. He was born in a
small farming village near Damascus, Syria in 691 A.H/.1292 C.E, and he studied
under his father who was the local attendant (qayyim) of al-Jawziyya school. …In
the year 712/ 1312 at the age of 21 he joined the study circle of Imam Ibn
Taymiyyah who kept him in his company as his closest student and disciple, who
later on became his successor. Ibn al-Qayyim was fervent in his devotion to his
teacher, and he was an excellent student and disciple of the great Muslim scholar
Imam Taqiyyu-Deen Ahmad Ibn Taymiyyah. He defended his religious opinions and
approaches, and he compiled and edited most of his works, and taught the same.
….. Ibn Jawziyya taught Islamic Jurisprudence at al-Sadriyya school, in Damascus,
before he held the position of the Imam of the Jawziyya school for a long period. ….
In fact, it was considered an honour and a privilege to study in his circle. Among the
renowned Muslim scholars who studied under him, we mention Ibn 'Abd al-Hãdï and
Ibn Rajab and others who oft-frequented his circles, and sought his company, such
as Imam Ibn Kathïr.
Most scholars of the time have acknowledged the author's excellence, and profound
knowledge of Qur'anic interpretation, commentaries on the prophetic traditions,
and theology. His extensive knowledge and understanding of Qur'anic
commentaries surpassed even some renowned theologians in Islamic history.
Ibn Kathïr spoke of him in his book 'Al-Bidãya wa-'Nihãya, saying: "He was most
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friendly and kind-hearted, he never envied anyone, he never caused harm to
anyone, he never bore prejudice against anyone, and I was the closest to his heart.
Furthermore, I do not know anyone who is more devout in his worship than him in
our time." A similar opinion also was quoted by Ibn Hijr.
Ibn al-Qayyim catered to all the branches of Islamic science, and was particularly
known and commended for his commentaries. Al-Hãfiz Ibn Rajab spoke of his
teacher, saying: "He was an accomplished scholar of Islamic science, and no one
could rival him in his deep understanding of the Qur'an and prophetic saying, and
his interpretations were unique in accuracy."
Ibn Rajab narrated that his teacher Imam Ibn al-Qayyim al-Jawziyya learned the
science of prophetic sayings (Hadïth) from al-Shahãb al-Nãbulsi, Qãdhï TaqiyyuDeen Sulaimãn, and Fãtima Bint Jawhar, among others. During his early student life,
Imam Ibn al-Qayyim sought the company of most shaikhs of his period, and he was
particularly proficient in interpreting the Hanbali Muslim school of thoughts.
….
Al-Nu'mãn al-Alüsï al-Baghdãdï once said: "His interpretations are unique in
accuracy." The renowned Muslim scholar al-Thahabi once said about him: "He gave
great attention to details and references of the prophetic traditions." Furthermore,
Shaikh Burhãn al-Deen al-Zãri' spoke of him saying: "No one is as cognizant as Ibn
al-Qayyim was in his time."
Ibn al-Qayyim al-Jawziyya's contributions to the Islamic library are extensive, and
they particularly deal with the Qur'anic commentaries, and understanding and
analysis of the prophetic traditions (fiqh-u Sunnah).
He compiled a large number of studies besides his own books, including:
1- Tahthïb Sunan Abi Dãwoud (Emendation of Sunan Abi Dãwoud); 2- Al-Kalãm alTayyib wa-al-'Amal al-Sãlih (The Essence of Good Words and Deeds); 3Commentaries on the book of Shaikh 'Abdullãh al-Ansãri: Manãzil-u Sã'ireen
(Stations of the Seekers), which is considered the epitome of knowledge of sufi
books; and, Zãd al-Ma'ãd (Provisions of the Hereafter), from which this book on the
medicine of the prophet is extracted, besides other manuscripts copied with his own
handwriting, and which are preserved in the Central Library in Damascus, Syria.
Ibn al-Qayyim al-Jawziyya died in the city of Damascus the year 751 AH/1350 C.E.,
when he was scarcely 60 years old, and was buried at the cemetery of Bab- alSaghir, near the grave of his father - Rahimahuma Allah"
Now that we have proven his immense rank and authenticity for the Nasibi Camp let us quote
what he writes in his Bada'i al-Fuwa'id of Ibn Qayyim, page 129:

"Ibn 'Aqeel, and many of our scholars, and our Shaykh [Ibn Taymiyya] have ruled
that masturbation is makruh (disliked), and never explicitly said he that it was
haram".
Bada'i al-Fuwa'id of Ibn Qayyim, page 129
He then presents his own discussion on the conditions that make masturbation halaal:
"If a man is torn between continued desire or releasing it, and if this man does not
have a wife or he has a slave-girl but he does not marry, then if a man is
overwhelmed by desire, and he fears that he will suffer because of this (someone
like a prisoner, or a traveller, or a pauper), then it is permissible for him to
masturbate, and Ahmad (ibn Hanbal) is explicit on this. Furthermore, it is narrated
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that the Companions of the Prophet (s) used to masturbate while they were on
military expeditions or travelling".

Comment
The polytheists at the dawn of Islam must have been terrified by that scene: an army of pious
companions, their pants nice and short, their beards stretching down to their wastes, their
swords held high with one hand while they heartily masturbate with the other. If this was the
type of scene going on, we might be able to understand why so many companions refused to
go on jihad. Would Dr. Salamah march off to battle with only an army of masturbators to
protect him? Or was this tactic of masturbatory jihad supposed to be some sort of an offensive
stratagem, to strike fear into the hearts of the enemy? Indeed, these companions were masters
at the art of war!
We appeal for justice: who is promoting debauchery, the Sunnis or the Shi'a? There are a lot of
Ahkam surrounding travelling mentioned by the Prophet (s) and the Imams (as): the obligation
to pray two rakaat for zuhr instead of four, or the obligation to break one's fast. This Sunni
'alim, who is one of the singularly most distinguished Sunni' ulama and is adored by the
Wahabis, has offered another hukm for travelling the permissibility of masturbating. And yet
when a Shi'a says that a man is allowed to contract temporary marriage in order to satisfy his
desires, Dr. Salamah passes a hukm of takfir. One is allowed to masturbate but not contract a
temporary marriage? Is this not the peak of insanity?

Second example of Sunni morality Sunni 'Ulama Legitimised the Use
of a Dildoe (female sex toys)
After this ingenious fatwa, Ibn Qayyim then goes on to make permissible the use of a dildoe by
women. It is only logical; when the husbands leave to go masturbate and spread Islam by the
sword, they need something to do with themselves. On the same page as quoted above, Ibn
Qayyim writes:
"If a woman does not have a husband, and her lust becomes strong, then some of
our scholars say: It is permissible for the woman to take an akranbij, which is a
piece of leather worked until it becomes shaped like a penis, and insert it in herself.
She may also use a cucumber".

Comment
Now, according to Dr. Salamah's logic, the Saudi government should therefore purchase a large
number of such dildoes, and distribute them to old widows or otherwise unattractive women
who cannot marry. Since anything that is permissible, according to Dr. Salamah, requires stand
sanction and support, than clearly a dildoe distribution office needs to be immediately
established in the great Islamic state of Saudi Arabia.
Maybe this is another reason why 'Umar the Khalifa never went on jihad: somebody had to stay
behind and organize the cucumber distribution.

Third example of Sunni morality - Sunni 'Ulama have ruled on the
Permissibility of Having Sex with Watermelons
That was not a typographical error. Ibn Qayyim continues this discussion, which exemplifies the
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morals espoused by Sunni Islam:
"If a man makes a hole in a watermelon, or a piece of dough, or a leather skin, or a
statue, and has sex with it, then this is the same as what we have said about other
types of masturbation [i.e., that it is halaal in the same circumstances given before,
such as being on a journey]. In fact, it is easier than masturbating with one's hand".

Comment
All the Muslims should certainly be grateful that Ibn Qayyim has offered this advice on the
easiest way to masturbate, and clearly Ibn Qayyim has done a lot of personal research on this
issue. This is the ruling of the "saved sect": Contracting temporary marriage with a woman is
haram, but contracting temporary marriage with a watermelon is halaal. In his defence,
perhaps Ibn Qayyim only meant that it is allowed to marry a watermelon with the intent of
divorcing it, for doing Mut'ah with a watermelon would clearly be an act of fornication.
Let us remember the words of Dr. Salamah quoted at the beginning of this book:
Mut'ah, on the other hand, is an open license for sexual pleasure with as many
women as one can financially afford. The women who engage in Mut'ah are hired
women; thus, it can be performed with all women irrespective of their age,
character, conduct or religion. It requires no witnesses, nor is there any obligation
on the man's part to provide food and shelter to the woman.
Well, it seems that in the Nasibi logic having sex with as many women as one can
afford is utterly immoral, but having sex with as many watermelons as one can afford is
not. Based on this, let us ask him some questions about the Ahkam related to having sex
with watermelons:
Are there any conditions as to the age of the watermelon? For example, is it allowed to
perform a marriage with the intent to divorce with a newly grown watermelon, or must one
wait until the watermelon is nine years old?
Must it be a pious watermelon, or is it permissible to contract a marriage with the intent
to divorce with a watermelon that is known to "get around"?
May a pious brother share his watermelon with another pious brother, or would the
second man's marriage with the intent to divorce constitute an act of fornication unless the
watermelon observes proper 'iddah?
Are witnesses required in the marriage with the intent to divorce of a watermelon? May
other watermelons serve as witnesses in that marriage, since according to Sunni fiqh all
marriages require witnesses? Applying the Sunni principle of Qiyas (analogy), we can
strongly argue that if it is allowed to marry (with intention of divorce) a watermelon, than
certainly it is allowed for a watermelon to bear witness to another watermelon's blessed
and chaste marriage.
What about oranges?
Really, we have to ask all reasonable Muslims: would you rather follow 'ulama that rule on the
permissibility of having sex with fruits and vegetables, or follow the pious path of the Holy
Imams (as), of whom Allah (swt) has said:
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We intend, O Family of the Prophet, to remove from you all impurity, and to give you
a through purification.

Al-Qur'an, Surah Al-Ahzab, Ayah 33

Does somebody who spends his time thinking about whether or not it is permissible to have sex
with watermelons really sound like somebody who has been removed of all impurity? Why is
Ibn Qayyim even thinking about such things? What kind of personal life does such a person
have that would lead him to debate such issues in his mind? What happened in Ibn Qayyim's
life that one day he woke up and said: "I really need to find out if its halaal to have sex with
watermelons." Is the type of clergymen who openly rules for the permissibility of having sex
with watermelons (with conditions, of course, such as that one is on a journey) be the kind of
person you would want to meet in a dark alley, much less do taqlid of?

Fourth example of Sunni morality - A Salafi woman can suckle a
Salafi man with a beard
We read in Sahih Muslim Hadith Number 3426:
Ibn Abu Mulaika reported that al-Qasim b. Muhammad b. Abu Bakr had narrated to
him that 'A'isha (Allah be pleased with her) reported that Sahla bint Suhail b. 'Amr
came to Allah's Apostle (may peace be upon him) and said: Messenger of Allah,
Salim (the freed slave of Abu Hudhaifa) is living with us in our house, and he has
attained (puberty) as men attain it and has acquired knowledge (of the sex
problems) as men acquire, whereupon he said: Suckle him so that he may become
unlawful (in regard to marriage) for you He (Ibn Abu Mulaika) said: I refrained from
(narrating this hadith) for a year or so on account of fear. I then met al-Qasim and
said to him: You narrated to me a hadith which I did not narrate (to anyone)
afterwards. He said: What is that? I informed him, whereupon he said: Narrate it on
my authority that 'A'isha (Allah be pleased with her) had narrated that to me.

Comment
This reference is especially for Dr Salamah who has accused the Shi'a of being filthy proponents
of Mut'ah, what right do you have to attack us when have the above Fatwa of Ayesha allowing
your women to suckle men with beards so as to make them mahram? How many pubescent
Salafi men has your mother suckled so that they can enter your house? When your madhab
allows your mothers / daughters to breast feed men with beards what gives you the right to
attack the practise of Mut'ah? Now compare this morality to the comments of a contemporary
Salafi scholar from "Islamic Fatawa Regarding Women" compiled by Muhammed al-Musnad and
translated by Jamal Zarabozo. In Chapter 19, Questions of a Miscellaneous Nature under the
sub heading Ruling Concerning Women Driving Automobiles', Imam of the Salafi Nasibi Shaykh
bin Baz stated
There have been numerous questions concerning the ruling of women driving
automobiles. The response is the following:
There is no doubt that such is not allowed. Women driving leads to many evils and
negative consequences. Included among these is her mixing with men without her
being on her guard. It also leads to the evil sins due to which such an action is
forbidden. The Pure Law forbids those acts that lead to forbidden acts and considers
those means to be forbidden also. Allah has ordered the wives of the Prophet (peace
be upon him) and the women of the believers to remain in their houses, to wear
hijab and not to display their adornments to non-mahram males as that leads to
promiscuity that overruns a society.
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Now on the one side these moralistic Salafi have this kind of fatawa prohibiting their women
from (Allah forbid) driving a car as this may cause promiscuity, and on the other hand they
deem it permissible for their women to suckle men with beards! Women driving 'leads to many
evils and negative consequences', but if the same women were to remain at home suckling men
with beards, that's fine!

Fifth example of Sunni morality - Paedophilia, Bestiality and
necrophilia can be performed whilst one is Fasting
In Bada'i al-Fuwa'id of Ibn Qayyim, page 603:
"It was narrated by Ahmed that a man came to him that feared that he would
ejaculate while he was fasting. Ahmed said: "What I see is that he can release
semen without ruining the fast, he can masturbate using his hands or the hands of
his wife, If he has an "Ammah" whether be it a girl or a little child, she can
masturbate for him using her hands, and if she was a non-believer, he can sleep
with her without releasing (his semen), if he released it in her, it becomes
impermissible".
Bada'i al-Fuwa'id of Ibn Qayyim, page 603
Not to be hard done by, the Hanafi's follow suit. In Fatawa Qadhi Khan, Page 820, the learned
Hanafi scholar sets out those acts that do not invalidate one's fast, and he includes:
"Sex with animals, dead people and masturbation, does not invalidate one's fast
provided ejaculation does not occur"
Fatawa Qadhi Khan, Page 820

Comment
What can we say about such Fatwas of morality? Fasting in Islam, is viewed as a means via
which a believer purifies himself, via self-discipline, he dedicates that time to the remembrance
of Allah (swt) and keeps aloof from sinful thoughts and acts. That is the theory, but the Hanbali
and Hanafi madhab allows a man (whilst fasting) to have sex with kaffir women, animals, and
dead people, the only proviso being that no ejaculation takes place! Ibn Hanbal was however
more considerate to his adherents allowing for a man to ejaculate whilst fasting, providing the
deed is achieved via masturbation, and to this end he can do it himself, or seek the help of his
wife or a small child! Is this is not evidence that Ibn Hanbal was endorsing paedophilia? Would
any decent man (Muslim or Non Muslim) find it appropriate to use a child for sexual
stimulation? If we put together these type of fatwas one shudders to think of the image of
these great Salaf, entering the war whilst fasting, their buttocks exposed, having sex with
melons at the ready. This image would have terrified the opposition!

Sixth Example of Sunni morality - The Permissibility of Praying
Behind a Drunken Person
According to the great Salafi Ibn Taymiyyah, it is entirely permissible to pray behind a
drunkard. We read in the his Majmu' al-Fatawa, p. 271
The Companions would pray behind people whom they knew to be open
transgressors, such as when Abd 'Allah ibn Mas'ud and other Companions would
Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 86 of 171

pray behind Walid ibn 'Uqba ibn Abi Mu'it, who may have recently drunken alcohol
(when he was praying) and would wind up praying four rakaats.

Commentary
The salat is the pillar of the religion, and yet here we see it being stated that it is permissible to
pray behind someone who is drunk at the time, and who is so intoxicated that he prays four
rakaats for the morning prayer. Yet let us remember that, according to Ibn Taymiyyah, it is
entirely impermissible to pray behind a Shi'a!

Seventh Example of Sunni morality - The Permissibility to pay a
woman for sex, without fear of Islamic punishment
We read in Dur al-Mukhthar, Volume 2, Page 474 (a compilation of the great Fatwas of Imam
Abu Hanifa) as follows:
We read in Fathul Qadeer that if a man informs a woman that he is paying her for
sex then he cannot be subject to any manner of Islamic penalty.
Dur al-Mukhtar, Volume 2, Page 474
It is indeed sad to say that the Hanafi madhab whilst catering for a man's sexual appetite is
very prejudicial to monkeys. In Sahih al Bukhari Volume 5, Book 58, Number 188 we read the
very sad plight of this immoral, promiscuous monkey:
Narrated 'Amr bin Maimun:
During the pre-Islamic period of ignorance I saw a she-monkey surrounded by a
number of monkeys. They were all stoning it, because it had committed illegal
sexual intercourse. I too, stoned it along with them.
If this Hanafi had paid this she monkey for sex he would have been absolved of any Islamic
penalty, whilst this poor she monkey who releases her animal instincts is stoned to death!

Eighth example of Sunni Morality Fatwa of Abu Hanifa on the
Permissibility of Having Sex with One's Mother
Qadhi Khan writes in his book of fatwa, Volume 4, p. 820:
Of things which are haram but for which there is no Islamic penalty, these include…
marrying your wife's sister, or her mother, or a woman who is already married.
Fatawa Qadhi Khan, Volume 4, Page 820
On the very next page Qadhi Khan records a classic Fatawa of Imam Abu Hanifa
"if a person marries a mahram (mother, sister, daughter, aunt etc.) and has sexual
intercourse with them and even admits the fact that he knew while performing the
marital rites that it was Haraam for him to do that even then according to Imam
Abu Hanifa, he is not subject to any type of Islamic penalty".
Fatawa Qadhi Khan, Volume 4, Page 821
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Commentary
Let us understand this then: in accordance with the fatwa of 'Umar, the Sunni position is that
anybody who contract Mut'ah should be executed. However, if somebody marries his mother,
not just commits incest, but actually pronounces a formal marriage, there is no penalty for that
person.
This should demonstrate the degree to which Sunni Islam is nothing but an artificial
construction, designed solely to be a bulwark against the mission of the Ahl al-Bayt (as). When
a sincere reader sees that these individuals have ruled that there is no Islamic penalty for
marrying one's mother, but that there is for doing Mut'ah, does not reason dictate that such
fatwas about Mut'ah are motivated only by bigotry and hatred of the Shi'a? When a Sunni rules
that it is permissible to pray behind a drunk person who is so intoxicated he can't even keep
track of the number of rakaats he has prayed, but then says that it is not permissible to pray
behind a sober Shi'a, what should one think? Does this seem like the religion of the Prophet (s),
or the religion of a group of hate-filled scholars?

Ninth example of Sunni morality - The 'honourable' tactic of Amr bin
Aas to survive imminent death on the battlefield
As we are intending on highlighting the morals presented by a favourite of the Salafi and Nasibi
we have chosen to rely on the following authentic Sunni sources:
Al Bidayah wa al Nihayah Volume 7 page 264, Dhikr Sifeen
Al Akhbar at Taweel page 177 Dhikr Sifeen
Al Manaqib al Khwarizmi page 162 Dhikr Sifeen
Al Fusul al Muhimma page 91 Dhikr Sifeen
Tadhkira al Khawwas al Ummah page 51 Dhikr Sifeen
Muttalib al Saul page 122 Dhikr Sifeen
Nur al Absar page 94 Dhikr Sifeen
Aqd al Fareed page 235 Dhikr Sifeen
Al Imam wa al Siyasa page 99 Dhikr Sifeen
We read in al Bidaya:
"One day 'Ali attacked Amr ibn Aas, he threw a spear and Amr fell to the ground,
Amr fell to the ground and he then exposed his buttocks. 'Ali then turned away his
face [people said] this was Amr bin Aas. 'Ali replied he showed me his anus and this
made me merciful to him. When Amr ibn Aas returned, Mu'awiya said 'You should
praise Allah and your anus".
Akhbar al Taweel has reported the flashing incident in the same manner, with the words of
Mu'awiya to his beloved Commander as follows:
"You should shower praises on Allah (swt) and that black anus that saved your life
today"
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Comment
Islam has a code of ethics for all scenarios, including behaviour during Jihad, we are yet to find
any code wherein Rasulullah (s) authorised the Sahaba to expose their buttocks as a means of
sickening the opposition! In Karachi a Nasibi scholar said to his blind followers 'Had Mu'awiya
not entered on the plains of Sifeen the entire continent of Europe would have been conquered'.
We agree with this conclusion but it would have been achieved through the battle tactics of
Amr ibn Aas, since not even the greatest military tactitioner would not have accounted for this
'shock and awe' tactic! Our appeal to our Rafidi brethren is to control the illiterates in our
community from throwing mud at Amr ibn Aas for this immoral act: after all had Amr not
survived that day, who would have been enlightened enough to place the Qur'an on spears?
Who would have dishonestly made Mu'awiya the khalifa during the negotiations? The Salafi are
no doubt ever indebted to Amr bin Aas, for all future events such the rise to power of their fifth
Khalifa Mu'awiya as Khalifa was all through the Sadaqa of the anus of Amr ibn Aas.

Tenth example of Sunni morality - The Deobandi Death Ritual
We read in Ahl'ul Sunnah's recognised masterpiece 'Maqamath Badhaya al Zaman', page 26,
Maqama 8, by Abu Fadhl Ahmad bin Husayn bin Yahya bin Saeed al Madani:
"Abu Fathah narrates 'On one occasion I had the opportunity to see a dead body and
I said 'He is not dead but alive'. People asked 'How do you know?' I replied 'When a
man dies his anus goes cold, and I have made this comment in light of this fact,
verily he is alive'. Upon saying this all of those present placed their fingers in the
body's anus and concluded he is not dead but is alive".

Comment
Dr Salamah is very lucky, when he dies an immediate inquiry shall be conducted as to whether
he is alive or dead and all of his Hanafi adherents will converge upon him and insert their
fingers into his 'blessed' anus to determine this fact. The normal practice to ascertain death is
checking a person's pulse, but the Deobandi are so immoral that they even seek sexual
gratification by fondling the deceased's anus under the false pretence that they are checking for
signs of life. Now let us cite some of the moral depictions of Rasulullah (s) from the great Sunni
works…

Eleventh example of Sunni morality - Rasulullah (s) violated the
Qur'an to satiate his sexual desire (astaghfirullah)
We read in Muslim, Volume 1, Book 6, Number 298:
Narrated 'A'isha:
The Prophet and I used to take a bath from a single pot while we were Junub.
During the menses, he used to order me to put on an Izar (dress worn below the
waist) and used to (bashr) fondle me. While in Itikaf, he used to bring his head near
me and I would wash it while I used to be in my periods (menses).

Comment
Now in the Holy Qur'an Surah Baqarah, verse 222, we read:
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"They ask thee concerning women's courses. Say: They are a hurt and a pollution:
So keep away from women in their courses, and do not approach them until they are
clean. But when they have purified themselves, ye may approach them in any
manner, time, or place ordained for you by Allah. For Allah loves those who turn to
Him constantly and He loves those who keep themselves pure and clean".
This verse clearly prohibits intercourse whilst one's wife is menstruating. The word that the
translator Mr Muhsin Khan has translated as "fondle" is mubasharath - and this actually means
'to have sexual intercourse'. The term had been used by Allah (swt) in the Qur'an re Ramadhan
- wherein Allah (swt) had stated that the previous injunction prohibiting intercourse during the
night was abrogated:
"It is made lawful for you to have sexual relations with your wives on the night of
the fasts. They are garments for you and you are the same for them. Allah knows
that you used to deceive yourselves, so He turned to you and forgave you. So now
have sexual relations with them and seek that which Allah has ordained for you, and
eat and drink until the white thread (light) of dawn appears to you distinct from the
black thread (darkness of night), then complete your fast till the nightfall. And do
not have sexual relations with them (your wives) while you are in Itikaf in the
mosques. These are the limits (set) by Allah, so approach them not. Thus does Allah
make clear His signs to mankind that they may become Al Mut'ahqun (the pious)"
(2:187).
The Qur'an has clearly used this term as meaning intercourse so if we are to accept this hadith
as Sahih then it means that Ayesha claimed Rasulullah (s) had sex with her whilst she was
menstruating. By deeming such hadith as Sahih these Nasibi have alleged that Rasulullah (s)
violated a Qur'anic injunction (astaghfirullah).
The image had such a lasting effect on the Sahaba Jabir, that Ahl'ul Sunnah's authority work
Kashaf al Ghimma page 65, narrates Jabir's words, from the mouth of Ayesha:
"During my menses, Rasulullah (s) would 'Bashr' [have intercourse] with me. He
would order me to tie a knot in a large cloth, after I did this he would embrace my
chest"
Is there any greater immorality than having sex with one's wife during her menses? Allah (swt)
has condemned such an act and the Ahl as-Sunnah have proudly claimed that Rasulullah (s)
had done just that.

Twelfth example of Sunni morality - Ayesha would give sex advice to
the Sahaba
We read Sahih Muslim Book 3, Number 0684:
Abu Musa reported:
There cropped up a difference of opinion between a group of Muhajirs (Emigrants
and a group of Ansar (Helpers) (and the point of dispute was) that the Ansar said:
The bath (because of sexual intercourse) becomes obligatory only-when the semen
spurts out or ejaculates. But the Muhajirs said: When a man has sexual intercourse
(with the woman), a bath becomes obligatory (no matter whether or not there is
seminal emission or ejaculation). Abu Musa said: Well, I satisfy you on this (issue).
He (Abu Musa, the narrator) said: I got up (and went) to 'A'isha and sought her
permission and it was granted, and I said to her: 0 Mother, or Mother of the Faithful,
I want to ask you about a matter on which I feel shy. She said : Don't feel shy of
asking me about a thing which you can ask your mother, who gave you birth, for I
am too your mother. Upon this I said: What makes a bath obligatory for a person?
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She replied: You have come across one well informed! The Messenger of Allah (may
peace be upon him) said: When anyone sits amidst four parts (of the woman) and
the circumcised parts touch each other a bath becomes obligatory.
This has been reported similarly in Kashaf al Ghumma Volume 1 page 56.

Comment
Just look at how little self respect these Sahaba of Rasulullah (s) had, leaving Rasulullah's
elderly wives they would seek the opinion of his young wife on this sensitive matter. Could Dr
Salamah inform us whether he would ask his mother such a sensitive question? Is it morally
correct to query one's mother about sexual penetration? These Nasibi should take note of these
filthy traditions that they take pride of. We would urge Salafi's and Deobandi's to approach their
Shaykh's wives and learn the rules of Ghusl directly from them. These wives should also follow
the Sunnah of Ayesha and provide a commentary as to when the organs meet.

Thirteenth example of Sunni morality - Rasulallah (s) would give sex
advice sessions to the Sahaba in the presence of Ayesha
Sahih Muslim Book Haid 003, Number 0685:
"'A'isha the wife of the Apostle of Allah (may peace be upon him) reported. A person
asked the Messenger of Allah (may peace be upon him) about one who has sexual
intercourse with his wife and parts away (without orgasm) whether bathing is
obligatory for him. 'A'isha was sitting by him. The Messenger of Allah (may peace be
upon him) said: I and she (the Mother of the Faithful) do it and then take a bath".

Comment
Here we see that Rasulullah (s) whilst sitting with Ayesha stated "I and she (the Mother of the
Faithful) do it and then take a bath". Will Dr. Salamah reinstate this Sunnah of Rasulullah (s) by
opening 'drop in' sex advice sessions explaining sexual matters whilst sitting with their wives.
The behaviour this tradition ascribes to the Holy Prophet (saws) is extremely uncivil, and out of
context with the Islamic Ahkam according to which the Holy Prophet (saws) would conduct his
behaviour. Does this hadeeth really fit with the verse of Qur'an where Allah (swt):
"Indeed, you have in the Prophet a beautiful pattern of conduct"

Al-Qur'an, Surah Al-Ahzab, Ayah 21

It is the kind of behaviour that may be expected of a drugged out hippie couple, yet here it is
falsely attributed to the Holy prophet (saws) in a clear attempt to slander his character.
We read the following absolutely bizarre hadeeth in Sahih Muslim - Book 009, Number 3506:
Jabir b. 'Abdullah (Allah be pleased with them) reported: Abu Bakr (Allah be pleased
with him) came and sought permission to see Allah's Messenger (may peace be
upon him). He found people sitting at his door and none amongst them had been
granted permission, but it was granted to Abu Bakr and he went in. Then came
'Umar and he sought permission and it was granted to him, and he found Allah's
Apostle (may peace be upon him) sitting sad and silent with his wives around him.
He (Hadrath 'Umar) said: I would say something which would make the Holy
Prophet (may peace be upon him) laugh, so he said: Messenger of Allah, I wish you
had seen (the treatment meted out to) the daughter of Khadija when you asked me
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some money, and I got up and slapped her on her neck. Allah's Messenger (may
peace be upon him) laughed and said: They are around me as you see, asking for
extra money. Abu Bakr (Allah be pleased with him) then got up went to 'A'isha
(Allah be pleased with her) and slapped her on the neck, and 'Umar stood up before
Hafsa and slapped her saying: You ask Allah's Messenger (may peace be upon him)
which he does not possess. They said: By Allah, we do not ask Allah's Messenger
(may peace be upon him) for anything he does not possess. Then he withdrew from
them for a month or for twenty-nine days. Then this verse was revealed to him:"
Prophet: Say to thy wives... for a mighty reward" (xxxiii. 28). He then went first to
'A'isha (Allah be pleased with her) and said: I want to propound something to you,
'A'isha, but wish no hasty reply before you consult your parents. She said:
Messenger of Allah, what is that? He (the Holy Prophet) recited to her the verse,
whereupon she said: Is it about you that I should consult my parents, Messenger of
Allah? Nay, I choose Allah, His Messenger, and the Last Abode; but I ask you not to
tell any of your wives what I have said He replied: Not one of them will ask me
without my informing her. God did not send me to be harsh, or cause harm, but He
has sent me to teach and make things easy.

Comment
What kind of bizarre circus is this? Everybody coming together to smack their daughters around
for supposedly asking for money, while the Prophet (s) laughs? What Sunni can justify such talk
about the Prophet (s) and his wives, as well as the companions? We would ask anybody who
has doubt to imagine how they would feel if they went to visit their local 'alim, and him there
with his two father-in-laws engaged in this slap-stick behaviour. This hadeeth is a slur on the
wives, the Prophet (s), and Abu Bakr and 'Umar. We can only quote the Qur'an again, where
Allah (swt) says:
Indeed, you have in the Prophet a beautiful pattern of conduct.
Does this insane behaviour seem like a beautiful pattern of conduct? This narration is almost
comical, but a more sad and disturbing one is that which Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Abdul
Hammed Ghazzali records the following in his classic Ihya Ulum-id-din:
"Once there was an altercation between the Prophet and Hazrat Ayesha when they
found Hazrat Abu Bakr as judge. Hazrat Ayesha said to the Prophet: You speak but
don't speak except truth. At once Hazrat Abu Bakr gave her such a slap that blood
began to ooze out from her mouth".
Ihya Ulum-id-din by Imam Ghazali, Volume 2 page 36, Chapter "The secrets of marriage",
English translation by Maulana Fazlul Karim
Here we see a great companion hitting his young daughter so hard she began to bleed. Islamic
law requires at least an equal punishment, i.e., that Abu Bakr be punched in the mouth so hard
that he begins to bleed as well. And yet Dr. Salamah claims that the Shi'a hadeeth literature is
immoral?

Fourteenth example of Sunni morality - Mu'awiyah Legitimised the
Adultery of his Father
We have already quoted this disgraceful act of Mu'awiya, and in this connection the comments
in Tarikh Kamil Volume 3 page 225 are interesting:
"Mu'awiya's declaring that Ziyad was his brother, was the first act that was in open
contradiction to the laws of Shari'ah because Rasulullah (s) said that the legitimate
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child is one born from wedlock"
Moreover Al Hafidh Jalaluddeen Suyuti also acknowledges this in Tareekh ul Khulafa page 175:
"Mu'awiya's declaring Ziyad to be the son of Abu Sufyan was the first act that
contradicted an order of Rasulullah".

Comment
Here we see the most incredible behaviour on the part of the "Companions." Mu'awiyah openly
allowed the adultery of his father to be acknowledged, and then instead of defending his family
honour, rather used it as an excuse to justify his father's illegitimate off-spring, Ziyad.
It was, of course, not merely Ziyad that was illegitimate, but Mu'awiyah as well. Other Sunni
'ulama have not only acknowledged this, but praised the illegitimacy of such individuals.
Qutbudeen Shiradhi wrote:
A child born out of fornication is better due to the fact that a man does so with
complete effort and enjoyment, whilst a child conceived legitimately only pleases
his wife. A child born from fornication is more clever, that is why Amr bin Aas and
Mu'awiya bin Abu Sufyan were great politicians
The nature of this fornication is discussed by another Sahaba, one of the many stars whom
(according to Sunnis), if followed, all will be guided. He stated:
Mu'awiya wrote a letter to Ziyad, the contents of which included the words 'O son of
Sumayya' (amongst the Arabs there was a tradition that if one's ancestry was
questionable, then that individual would be called by their mother's name. In the
same way that Imam Hasan referred to Marwan as 'Ibn Zurqa'- Mu'awiya sought to
mock Ziyad by calling him the son of Sumayya)…Ziyad replied to Mu'awiya with
these words 'Mu'awiya you called me by the name of my mother Sumayya, so as to
mock me, well if I am the son of Sumayya then you are 'Ibne Jamaat' as you was a
product of Nikah Ijtimah" (group sexual intercourse).
How can such a belief system claim that Shi'ism is immoral, when it legitimises and
acknowledges the most nefarious fornication acts their Imams (the Companions).

Fifteenth example of Sunni morality - Rasulullah (s) would read the
Quran using Ayesha's lap whilst she was menstruating
We learn in Sahih al Bukhari Bab il Haidh Volume 1, Book 6, Number 295:
Narrated 'A'isha:
The Prophet used to lean on my lap and recite Qur'an while I was in menses.

Comment
Just look at they way that these Nasibi disrespect Rasulullah (s). We believe that in the same
way that place the Qur'an next to something impure is disrespect, Rasulullah's placing his
blessed head next to impurity also constitutes disrespect. The Banu Ummaya Nasibi's in their
efforts to praise Ayesha sought to defame Rasulullah (s) and their Nasibi adherents embraced
such as traditions as a part of their Deen. Do these Nasibi Mullah's follow this Sunnah? Do you
see them taking their wives with them to the Mosque and using them as head rests whilst they
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recite the Qur'an? If you saw a Mullah behaving in such a manner would you not seem this to
be an act of disgrace? If so, then why do you believe that Rasulullah (s) would act in such a
manner?
Such is the desire of the frustrated Wahabi scholars (it says more about the relations these dirty
old men had with their own wives) that they start loosing the plot totally, and shoot themselves
in the foot: note the following tradition, designed to elevate Ayesha as the holder of some kind
of secret carnal knowledge, which actually has the Holy Prophet (saws) thereby sinning and
breaking the explicit injunctions of the Qur'an (may God forbid!)

Sixteenth example of Sunni morality -Rasulullah (s) and Ayesha
would perform Ghusl whilst sitting in the same bath
We read in Sahih al Bukhari Bab ai Ghusl Volume 1, Book 5, Number 261:
Narrated A'isha:
The Prophet and I used to take a bath from a single pot of water and our hands used
to go in the pot after each other in turn.

Comment
What was the need for Ayesha to report such a private matter to a male Sahaba Urwa? Even
the most obscene daughter of a man would state such matter to another man in a manner that
Ayesha is alleged to have done. In short, there is no need to mention to any individual matter
to another man. What knowledge was Ayesha seeking to convey by leaking such information? If
a woman sleeps with her husband, she doesn't go and tell the whole world about it. If this is
not immoral then what on earth is?

Seventeenth example of Sunni morality - Ayesha performed Ghusl in
front of men
We read in Sahih al Bukhari, Bab Ghusl Volume 1, Book 5, Number 251:
Narrated Abu Salama: 'Ayesha's brother and I went to 'A'isha and he asked her
about the bath of the Prophet. She brought a pot containing about a Sa' of water
and took a bath and poured it over her head and at what time there was a screen
between her and us.
The author of Fath al-Bari Volume 1 page 356, Bab Ghusl then comments upon this hadeeth,
writing:
Qadi Ayad says: It is apparent that they could see her actions from her head and the
top half of her body, because they were allowed to do as she was a milk-aunt to Abu
Salamah and his brother from her sister Umm Kulthum. As for the lower part of her
body, this was covered.

Comment
Here we have it: The Prophet (s)'s wife stood up before Abu Salamah and exposed the entire
upper half of her body, hair, breasts, and all. The author says that this is permissible because
the sister of 'A'isha had nursed Abu Salamah and his brother. Let us ask Dr. Salamah then: how
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would you feel if your mother always walked around the house without a shirt on, exposing her
breasts? Would this seem normal to you? Would you be happy if she did this while your cousins
(her nephews) were over?
These Nasibi who always insist that Hadhrath Ayesha should act as a role model for women
should take heed of this alleged tradition. If you believe in this filth then we suggest that you
visit the homes of Bilal Philips, Shaykh Faisal, Azam Tariq and request that their wives strip
down and perform Ghusl-e-Janaba in front of other men. The wives of these scholars should
not feel any shame, after all if these Nasibi are to be believed such actions would constitute
adherence to the Sunnah of Hadhrath Ayesha. We ask Dr. Salamah this question:
'If you were to return home one day your wife demonstrating the performance of
Ghusl before two men would you tolerate it? If you have an ounce of honesty and
self respect we are sure that you would not. This being the case do you not have an
ounce of shame when you believe that Ayesha the wife of Rasulullah (s) had done
just that?
From these traditions attributed to Rasulullah (s) and Ayesha we can see clearly that the Nasibi
are individuals that have slandered Rasulullah (s) and Ayesha and portrayed them as immoral.
Furthermore, one can see that these Sahaba were so disgraceful that rather than seek the
advice of the elderly wives of Rasulullah (s) they sought it more appropriate to turn to the
young wife of Rasulullah (s). Why the needs for Ayesha to perform a full re-run? Why did the
two Sahaba present not refrain her?

Eighteenth example of Sunni morality - Rasulullah's touching a
woman before marriage
Whilst Mut'ah carries some conditions / rules, the Ahl as-Sunnah have presented our Holy
Prophet (s) in such a disgraceful manner, that destroys the idea that Rasulullah (s) was a
paragon of moral virtue, or possessed of any morality at all. This is evidenced by the episode of
Jauniyya in Sahih al Bukhari Volume 7, hadith number 182:
We went out with the Prophet to a garden called Ash-Shaut till we reached two
walls between which we sat down. The Prophet said, "Sit here," and went in (the
garden). The Jauniyya (a lady from Bani Jaun) had been brought and lodged in a
house in a date-palm garden in the home of Umaima bint An-Nu'man bin Sharahil,
and her wet nurse was with her. When the Prophet entered upon her, he said to her,
"Give me yourself (in marriage) as a gift." She said, "Can a princess give herself in
marriage to an ordinary man?" The Prophet raised his hand to pat her so that she
might become tranquil. She said, "I seek refuge with Allah from you." He said, "You
have sought refuge with One Who gives refuge. Then the Prophet came out to us
and said, "O Abu Usaid! Give her two white linen dresses to wear and let her go back
to her family." Narrated Sahl and Abu Usaid: The Prophet married Umaima bint
Sharahil, and when she was brought to him, he stretched his hand towards her. It
seemed that she disliked that, whereupon the Prophet ordered Abu Usaid to prepare
her and to provide her with two white linen dresses.

Comment
Here, we see the Final Prophet of Islam asking this woman to marry him without a dowry
(hence use of the phrase "as a gift"). She refuses and gets angry, and he tries to touch her on
her back, even though they are not even married. This is Sunni Islam: it is halaal to touch
woman on the back whom you are not married to, but haram to contract a temporary marriage.
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Nineteenth example of Sunni morality - Rasulullah (s) would discuss
matters relating to male genitalia with a non-mahram woman
We read this outrageous tradition in the Muwatta of Imam Malik "Section: Wudu on Account of
Touching the Genitals". Book 2, Number 2.16.60:
Yahya related to me from Malik that Abdullah ibn Abi Bakr ibn Muhammad ibn Amr
ibn Hazim heard Urwa ibn az-Zubayr saying, "I went to see Marwan ibn al-Hakam
and we talked about what you had to do Wudu for, and Marwan said, 'You have to
do Wudu if you touch your penis.' Urwa said, 'I didn't know that.' Marwan ibn alHakam said that Busra bint Safwan had told him that she heard the Messenger of
Allah, may Allah bless him and grant him peace, say, 'If any of you touches his penis
he should do Wudu.' "

Comment
Now why on earth would Rasulullah (s) convey a sensitive matter concerning a man touching
his genitalia to a non mahram woman / a matter that would bear no relevance to her life
whatsoever? Why would he say to a non mahram woman 'If any of you touches his penis he
should do Wudu.' - didn't Rasulullah (s) know that he was chatting to a woman? This is the
perfect example of how Ahl'ul Sunnah have depicted Rasulullah (s) in such a shameless manner
that he would even discuss the male sexual organ with a woman!

Twentieth example of Sunni morality - Yazid bin Mu'awiya was an
incestuous homosexual but also a Khalifa of Rasulullah and a Sunni
Muslim
The Nasibi Ibn Kathir records in his classic Ahl'ul Sunnah text al Bidayah wa al Nihayah page 64
Volume 9 "Dhikr Abdul Mulk":
"Abdul Malik bin Marwan said in a khutbah that I like Uthman am not weak and like
Mu'awiya I am not cunning / dishonest and like Yazid I am not a homosexual"
We also read in Tabaqath al Kabeera Volume 5 page 66 Dhikr Abdullah bin Hanzala and Volume
4 page 283:
"Abdullah bin Hanzala the Sahaba stated 'By Allah we opposed Yazeed at the point
when we feared that stones would reign down on us from the skies. He was a fasiq
who copulated with his mother, sister and daughters, who drank alcohol and did not
offer Salat"
Now how do you think Dr Salamah's madhab would grade such an individual? After all the
moralistic Dr Salamah is a man so outraged by the Shi'a practise of Mut'ah that he has graded it
as debauchery. Surely his view of an incestuous homosexual will be even more extreme,
wouldn't it? Curiously not in Sharh fiqh Akbar page 70 'Dhikr Fadail Uns Bad un Nabi' we read:
"Rasulullah (s) said that the Deen shall remain strong as long as these twelve
Khalifas are at the helm, and the twelve are Abu Bakr, Umar, Uthman, 'Ali,
Mu'awiya, Yazid, Abdul Malik bin Marwan, Walid bin Abdul Malik bin Marwan,
Sulayman bin Abdul Malik bin Marwan, Umar bin Abdul Aziz, Yazid bin Abdul Malik
bin Marwan, Hasham bin Abdul Malik bin Marwan"
Sharah Fiqah Akbar, Page 70
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If this is not bad enough, we read in Sharh Qaseeda Amali, Page 16:
"Other than a kaffir, it is not permissible to curse a Muslim and Yazeed was not a
kaffir but was a Sunni Muslim"
Sharah Qaseeda Amali, Page 16
Dr Salamah must be proud of himself; after all he adheres to an esteemed moralistic madhab
that has described an incestuous, homosexual to be the Sixth Sunni Khalifa of Rasulullah (s).
Let us now turn to some of the examples of morality that had been set by Hadhrath Umar…

Twenty first example of Sunni morality - Hadhrath Umar placed his
hand in a camel's anus
We read in Ahl'ul Sunnah's esteemed work Al-Tabaqat Al Kubra by Ibn Sa'd - Part Three Page
286.
Umar ibn al Khattab placed his hand inside a camel's anus and commented 'I'm
afraid that someone might ask me what is wrong with you.'
Al-Tabaqat Al Kubra by Ibn Sa'd, Part 3, Page 286

Comment
This is indeed a fascinating narration! We would like to ask the Dr Salamah, the moralistic
defender of Umar, what on earth was your al Farooq seeking to achieve by inserting his hand
up a camel's back passage? Since the Salafi love mentioning Hadhrath Umar's immense acumen
and intelligence, what was meant from this great comment 'I'm afraid that someone might ask
me what is wrong with you'. What was 'Umar afraid of? Had he done something to this camel
that he didn't want people finding out about? What was he hoping to keep people from
discovering by inserting his hand into this camel's anus?
Well, in any case it remains to be seen what 'Umar did to this camel, and what action he had
done to it that he was attempting to cover up. Perhaps he was attempting to apply the anal
medication that he famously used on himself quite often, as we read in the following
information on medicines as found in 'Ahlaaj al Mureez page' 309 by Hakeem Ajmul Khan
Dehlavi Part 8, Dialogue 14:
"The medicine that is needed to treat anal diseases was used extensively by the
second khalifa, this medicine is prepared by grinding certain chemicals and then
preparing a solution in either vinegar or wine and is then inserted into the anus of
the patient"
One can only guess as to where Hadhrath Umar learnt this great medicinal technique, this skill
may have been passed to him via the effeminate men that lived with, that according to Sahih al
Bukhari Volume 8 hadith 815 he eventually removed from his home. Perhaps he had learned
something from his maternal uncle Hadhrath Abu Jahl, and was applying it to this camel. We
read in 'Majma al-Amthaal' page 250 - Chapter 7 "fi ma aula al kha" by Allamah Madani:
Abu Jahl had an addiction to the anus. His anus had white spots and he used to
paint it with saffron so that customers would not be repulsed".
Abu Jahl had learned how to cover up certain things involving his anus; perhaps 'Umar was
doing Qiyas and applying the same technique towards this camel!
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In any case, let us get Dr. Salamah's point straight: having sexual relations with as many
women as a man can afford is haram, but putting one's hand (and apparently other things) into
as many camel anuses as one wants is entirely permissible.

Twenty second example of Sunni morality - Hadhrath Umar's special
male 'assistance' with ablution
We read in Ahl'ul Sunnah's authentic, Fatawa Abdul Hai page 303:
"The Servant of Hadhrath Umar narrates when Umar would urinate he would call
out to me to bring something with which he could clean himself, I would bring him a
piece of wood or a stone, would hold Hadhrath Umar's penis and rub it against a
wall or on the ground, Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Baihaqi stated that of all types of
wiping cleaning this is the most correct method".

Comment
If this is the way that Hadhrath Umar would clean himself, then we poor Shi'a have every right
to ask how a simple man who hasn't got an understanding of urinating and cleaning his
backside would be able to go to his wives at night for more complex matters? Would he also
keep his Servants at his side to aid him on these occasions? What can we say about this great
Khalifa, who would even turn to his Servants to clean him, we ask for forgiveness with regards
to the level of immorality that exists in this narration - one wherein a Servant would take a hold
of Umar's penis before the people and place it on a wall!

Twenty third example of Sunni morality - Hadhrath Umar would ask
questions pertaining to sex from his own daughter!
We read in History of the Khalifas who took the right way (the partial translation of Tareekh ul
Khulafa by Suyuti) page 142 that Umar went to his daughter…
"…'I want to ask you about a matter which concerns me, dispel it for me. How long
does a woman long for her husband?' She lowered her head and was shy. He said,
'Truly Allah is not shy of the truth'. She gestured her hand indicating three months,
and if that was not possible then four months"

Comment
If today's Muslims are shocked by liberal Western Society where attitudes to sex are so casual,
that parents have no shame in discussing this topic with their children, then our Sunni brethren
should know that there should be no reason to feel outraged, for such frankness is in
accordance with the Sunnah of Umar, whose morals were such that he could even discuss the
topic of female sexual desire with his daughter. We wonder if Dr Salamah also adheres the
standard set by his Khalifa, preferring to discuss sexual matters with his daughter rather than
his wife, after all as Umar has said - 'Allah is not shy of the truth'
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Twenty fourth example of Sunni morality - It is permissible to shout
and scream at women who answer the call of nature
We read in Sahih al Bukhari, Volume 1, Book 4, Hadith Number 148: book of Ablutions (Wudu')
Narrated 'A'isha:
The wives of the Prophet used to go to Al-Manasi, a vast open place (near Baqia at
Medina) to answer the call of nature at night. 'Umar used to say to the Prophet "Let
your wives be veiled," but Allah's Apostle did not do so. One night Sauda bint Zam'a
the wife of the Prophet went out at 'Isha' time and she was a tall lady. 'Umar
addressed her and said, "I have recognized you, O Sauda." He said so, as he desired
eagerly that the verses of Al-Hijab (the observing of veils by the Muslim women)
may be revealed. So Allah revealed the verses of "Al-Hijab" (A complete body cover
excluding the eyes).

Comment
The Ahl as-Sunnah clearly are a people devoid of sense. This incident demonstrates how
shameless Umar was, and yet the Ahl as-Sunnah cite this as an example of his esteemed rank.
If shouting at the wife of Rasulullah (s) is a virtue then the terms 'shameless' and 'immoral' are
merely words that carry no meaning. If this is a virtue then we would urge the Sipah-e-Sahaba
'ulama in Pakistan to implement this act of worship, when the women of your village leave for
the field to answer the call of nature, you should shout and scream at them, the Deen will be
illuminated by such a noble moral act

4.20 Conclusion
The list of such obscenities is quite long, and we have only narrated a small percentage. What
more needs to be said about the immorality of Sunni Islam? Every manner of immorality is
justified and accepted, and even attributed to the Holy Prophet (s). The Nasibi Dr. Salamah
should not have opened the door to this debate. He attempted to prove that Mut'ah was
immoral, but being unable to establish this on the basis of actual Shi'ite hadeeths, he had to
resort to falsification and lies. These hadeeths and fatwa, however, are all well known, and any
reader may peruse the relevant narrations in the English versions of Bukhari and Muslim that
are widely available. The sincere reader must now ask himself: which madhab is preaching
immorality, Sunni or Shi'a?
According to these illustrious Sunni 'ulama, it is permissible for women to wash themselves in
front of outside men, to masturbate, and to have sex with fruits and vegetables. Does this
really sound like the words of the "saved sect," or the words of the people following the Sunnah
of the Prophet (s)?
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5. Was Mut'ah Abrogated by the Qur'an?
It is only the rare Wahabi, such as Dr. Salama, who attempts to argue that verse 4:24 of the
Qur'an does not deal with Mut'ah. The traditional Sunni argument has been to accept that it
does, but then claim that the verse was abrogated. A number of arguments are presented in
this vein:

5.1

Argument 1

The first argument is that the verse of Mut'ah came down, but this was abrogated when the
verses dealing with marriage came down, such as the opening verses of Surat al-Mu'minun:
Successful are the believers, who are filled with awe in their salat, who turn away
from vein talk, who give in charity, and who protect their chastity, except with their
wives or those whom their right hands possess.

Al-Qur'an, Surah 23, Ayah 1-6

In his article 'the illegitimacy of temporary marriage in Islam,' Abu Ruqqaya stated:
Abu Ruqqaya stated:
'A'isha said: "It has been forbidden in the Qur'an
in the words of the Most High: "And those who
preserve their private parts except with their
spouses or what their right hands posses, then
they would have no blame."

Al-Qur'an, Surah 23, Ayah 5

Similar thinking has been advanced in 'the Shi'ah Concept of Temporary Marriage (Mut'ah)' by
Dr. Ahmad 'Abdullah Salamah,
Dr. Salamah states:
The Muslim Ummah unanimously upholds that
Mut'ah is abrogated by all of the Qur'anic verses
that speak about marriage, divorce, inheritance,
dower, the guardian's permission, the 'iddah of
divorced and widowed women, etc. And the
following verse leaves no doubt that Mut'ah is
completely forbidden and unlawful:
"...And those who abstain from sexual intercourse
except with their wives or those [women] whom
their right hands possess." 22
Explaining this verse, lbn 'Abbas said, "All other
ways of sexual contact except these two are
forbidden." 23

And not to be hard done by Mufti Muhammad Shafi also asserted confidently:
Mufti Muhammad Shafi states:
There is yet another point worthy of our
attention. The Qur'anic statement:
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"And those who guard their private parts, save
from their wives or from their bondwomen, they
are not blameworthy."
Is so explicit that it admits of no other
interpretation. It shows the unlawfulness of
Mut'ah very clearly. Seeking flimsy support from
some rare and unauthentic readings is absolutely
incorrect.[3]

Reply
This is a very weak argument for several reasons. The first and most glaring mistake is
chronological. It is indeed very sad that individuals such as Dr. Salamah, in their efforts to
protect Umar they haven't bothered contemplating their claim before publishing it in an open
forum. The verse of Mut'ah 'Istamatum' that has allegedly been attributed to Ayesha and Ibn
Abbas is in Surat an-Nisa and this is verse was revealed while the Prophet (s) was in Madinah.
Surah Momineen and Surah Maarij, the verses quoted above, both descended in Makka. The
great scholars of Understanding-Islam demonstrate their stupidity by admitting that were early
verses:
Understanding Islam states:
The Qur'an does not support this view. According
to the very initial Surah's (chapters) of the
Qur'an, like Surah Al-Mominun and Surah AlMa`arij the Qur'an specifically disallows all sexual
relationships, besides that which are based on
Nikah or that which were between a master and
his slave girl1. The Qur'an says:
And those who guard their chastity, except with
their wives and their slave girls - for they are not
to be blamed. But those who trespass beyond
this are the ones who are transgressors. (70: 29 31)

As anybody with even the most basic knowledge of Islam knows that the Prophet (s) migrated
from Makka to Madinah, meaning he was in Makkah first. Allamah Shabbir Ahmad Uthmani in
Fath al Mulhim, Sharh Muslim Volume 3 page 221 in his discussion of the verse, 'And those
who preserve their private parts except with their spouses or what their right hands
posses' - states:
"The verse being referred to descended in Makka"
Whilst these verses descended in Makka, Sunni traditions confirm that Mut'ah was practised
much later, during the battle of Khayber. This means that, according to Dr. Salamah, the
abrogating verse (nasikh) was revealed before the abrogated verse (mansukh). This is, of
course, a logical impossibility: how can the verse of Mut'ah be abrogated by the verses from
Surat al-Mu'minun when the verse of Mut'ah was revealed after those verses? It is like trying to
defend the legitimacy of Mu'awiya by acknowledging that he was conceived first and his parents
married after.
Allamah Baghdadi in his discussion of the verse 'And those who preserve their private parts
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except with their spouses or what their right hands posses' also acknowledges this fact in his
Tafseer Ruh al Ma'ani Volume 9 page 10:
"This verse is Makkan and descended before the Hijrah [migration], since Mut'ah
was halaal after the Hijrah, it is difficult to advance this as evidence of the illegality
of Mut'ah".
Renowned Deobandi scholar Allamah Waheed'udeen az Zaman Hyderabadi in Lughath al
Hadeeth Volume 5 page 9 said:
"Mut'ah existed at the outset of Islam and this is a proven fact, when this verse
descended 'And those who preserve their private parts except with their spouses or
what their right hands posses' it became haraam. This may lead to objections being
raised due to the fact that the verse is Makkan and the practise of Mut'ah
afterwards is an established fact"
Also in Lughath al Hadeeth Volume 3 page 105, az Zaman, in his discussion of the word
'Shaqee' states:
"The verse 'except with their wives or those [women] whom their right hands
possess' appears in two Surah's and both are without a doubt Makkan. The practise
of Mut'ah existed after the descent of these verses".
In his Tayseer al Bari Sharh Bukhari, Volume 6 page 116 Allama az Zaman said:
"Those who rely on 'except with their wives or those [women] whom their right
hands possess' are in error as this is a Makkan verse and there is agreement that
Mut'ah was halaal after this".
Maulana Sayyid Abu'l Maudoodi in his discussion of the verse of Surah Mu'minun in Tafheem ul
Qur'an Volume 8 page 12 footnote 4 states:
"Some commentators have proved the prohibition of Mut'ah (temporary marriage)
from this verse. They argue that the woman with whom one has entered into
wedlock temporarily, can neither be regarded as a wife nor a slave girl. A slave girl
obviously she is not, and she is also not a wife, because the legal injunctions
normally applicable to a wife are not applicable to her. She neither inherits the man,
nor the man her; she is neither governed by the law pertaining to 'iddah (waiting
period after divorce or death of husband), divorce, sustenance nor by that
pertaining to the vow by man that he will not have conjugal relations with her. She
is also from the prescribed limit of four wives. Thus when she is neither a 'wife' not
a 'slave girl' in any sense, she will naturally be included among those 'beyond this',
whoso seeker has been declared a 'transgressor' by the Qur'an.
This is a strong argument but due to a weakness in it, is difficult to say that this
verse is decisive with regard to the prohibition of Mut'ah. The fact is that the Holy
Prophet enjoined the final and absolute prohibition if Mut'ah in the year of the
Conquest of Makkah, but before it Mut'ah was allowed according to several
authentic traditions. If Mut'ah had been prohibited in this case, which was
admittedly revealed at Makkah several years before the migration, how can it be
imagined that the Holy Prophet kept the prohibition in abeyance till the conquest of
Makkah?"
Tafheem ul Qur'an, Volume 8, Page 12
Allamah Uthmani in his commentary of the Mut'ah narrations in Fath al Mulhim, Sharh Muslim
Volume 3 page 440 states:
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"Nikah Mut'ah was a lesser type of marriage that was Mubah and then made haraam
in general terms, when this type of Nikah brought no benefits - Talaq, inheritance or
other rights were not proven as was the case with (standard) Nikah. Although from
one angle this is also a type of Nikah, women in Mut'ah were 'Zawaaj Naqsa' which
is why their rights were not established, as was the case until Allah revealed the
verse 'except with their wives or those [women] whom their right hands possess'.
This verse does not make Mut'ah unlawful / batil, Mut'ah women can also come
within the definition of wife in some respects, as we've proven Mut'ah is applicable
in such circumstances as a means of separating oneself from Zina. How can it be
advanced that this verse proves the illegality of Mut'ah, the verse is Makkan and
according to our knowledge no scholar has claimed that Mut'ah was prohibited
before Khayber, although different views have been aired amongst scholars over the
prohibition after Khayber".
These comments are sufficient in refuting the argument of Dr. Salamah that the verse of Mut'ah
was abrogated by Surat al-Mu'minun, and furthermore demonstrates a profound lack of
knowledge and awareness about the Holy Qur'an: one only has to look in the table of contents
of the modern Saudi Arabian edition of the Qur'an (the ubiquitous "green" Qur'an found in all
mosques) to discover what sequence these verses came down in. As such, we are left with two
possibilities as to how to interpret Dr. Salamah's work: either he is entirely ignorant about the
Holy Qur'an (something his comment about the verse of Mut'ah demonstrates), or he is simply
lying. Either way he has already disqualified himself as an Islamic scholar.
Besides this obvious blunder with regards to the Qur'anic text, it should also be noted that Dr.
Salamah has once again contradicted well-known Sunni 'ulama. Qadhi Badr'adeen A'ini and the
world-famous Allamah Maudoodi declared that no
verse has abrogated Mut'ah. We read in Umdah' thul Qari fi Sharh Sahih al Bukhari Volume 8
page 311 Bab Ghazwa Khayber:
If it is said that one who practises Mut'ah should be punished, it should be noted
that most of Imam Malik's students asserted that no penalty should be applied, as
there is no evidence that Mut'ah was made haram by the Qur'an.
On page 310, Qadhi then states:
The 'ulama have claimed that there is an ijma on the permissibility of Mut'ah, there
is no evidence from the Qur'an that Mut'ah is haram.
In addition to this, we have the founder of Jamaat-e-Islami, Maulana Sayyid Abu'l Ala Maudoodi
stating in his Tafheem ul Qur'an [English translation] Volume 8 page 12 footnote 4:
The correct position therefore is that the prohibition of Mut'ah is not based on any
express law of the Qur'an, but is based on the Sunnah of the Holy Prophet (s).
Does Dr. Salamah, then, hold himself above this scholar? Of the many weaknesses in Dr.
Salamah's article, one is most certainly his crude emotionalism. He does not seek to prove that
Mut'ah is haram according to the Shari'ah as a matter of mere law, but rather spends most of
his time arguing that Mut'ah is a fundamentally immoral and evil practice. Yet here we see one
of the most famous scholars in modern Sunni Islam arguing that:
Mut'ah was made halaal by the Qur'an
Mut'ah was not abrogated by anything in the Qur'an
As such, the Qur'an upholds Mut'ah. Dr. Salamah's belief that Mut'ah is a moral vice and sin,
something no pious person could countenance, therefore becomes a direct insult against the
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Qur'an and its Creator, Allah (swt). But in any case, it is possible that somebody such as Dr.
Salamah may reject the words of these 'ulama. But it would be difficult for any Sunni Muslim to
wholly reject the belief of the Prophet (s)'s Companions and Successor (Taabi'een). From this
group of people, we find narration's that state that at least eight of the companions and three
of the Taabi'een continued to believe that Mut'ah was halaal, and therefore did not hold to Dr.
Salamah and others belief in Mut'ah's abrogation. We read in Ahlul Sunnah's authority Neel al
Authar Volume6 p. 53 B Nikah Mut'ah
"Those Sahaba who deemed Mut'ah halaal after Rasulullah(s) were Asma binte Abu
Bakr, Jabir bin Abdullah, Abdullah bin Masud, Abdullah bin Abbas, Mu'awiyah, Umro
bin Harith, Abu Saeed and Salma binte Umayya. Amongst the Taabi'een who
deemed Mut'ah to be Halal were al Taus, Ata and Saed Bin Jabeer."
Yet Dr. Salamah has written:
Dr. Salamah states:
The Muslim Ummah unanimously upholds that
Mut'ah is abrogated…

Reply
To those advocates of Umar who claim the verse of Mut'ah was abrogated and that whoever
believes it in fact advocates Zina, we suggest that you look carefully at the above names,
Ayesha's sister Asma and the great Taabi'een believed it was halaal after the demise of
Rasulullah(s). Dr. Salmah claims that the Ummah was unanimous on this issue, yet here we
read that a number of extremely prominent Companions did not agree on this. Does Dr.
Salamah, then, not consider Asma binte Abi Bakr or Abdullah ibn 'Abbas to be part of the
Ummah? Have these people all turned their backs on the "methodology of the pious ancestors",
and betrayed the Salaf?
Even if we are to accept the strange idea that a verse was abrogated before it was even real,
the belief that Surat al-Mu'minun in any way abrogates the verses of Mut'ah proves to be
utterly false. Despite this fact the efforts of the Nasibi continue unabated, take the great
comments of Former Leader of Sipah-e-Sahaba Haq Nawaz Jhangvi:
Haq Nawaz Jhangvi states:
MUTA IS NEITHER NIKAH (REGULAR MARRIAGE)
NOR IS IT APPLICABLE TO THE CAPTIVE
WOMEN

Jhangvi's assertion does not concur with the comments of high ranking Sunni 'ulama have
argued exactly the opposite, namely that temporary wives are, indeed, wives.
We read in Tafseer Kashaf Volume 3 p. 76, commentary of Surah Mu'minun Volume 6:
If the Quran is raised that Surah Mu'minun verse 6 is proof that Mut'ah is haram,
then we will reply that this verse does not prove Mut'ah is prohibited, since women
in Nikah Mut'ah are also wives
We read Tafseer Qurtubi p. 3 Volume 5, Surah Nisa & Tafseer Kashaf Volume 3 p. 76,
commentary of Surah Mu'minun Volume 6 states:
The great Sunni 'ulama have stated that the 1st verse of the 55th chapter
"Istimatum" refers to Nikah Mut'ah that was halaal at the beginning of Islam, and
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Allamah Abu Umar states that scholars are in agreement that Mut'ah is a form of
Nikah.
We read in Tafseer Baydhawi Volume2 p. 9
Mut'ah is Nikah for a fixed time
Zamakshari was a renowned Sunni scholar and Imam Radhi praised him in his
"Madhab Shafeeya," saying that 'he was a high ranking scholar, adherent of the
Hanafi Madhab' Zamakshari deemed Mut'ah women to be wives, and Qurtubi and
Baydhawi both confirmed that Mut'ah was a form of Nikah.
Another lie was advanced on the Sunni Website 'Understanding Islam':
Understanding Islam states:
It must be remembered here that a Mut`ah
relationship makes a woman neither a wife nor a
slave girl of a person, whereas the Qur'an
specifically restricts sexual relationships of a
person with these two. It should be noticed that
the particular word used by the Qur'an in the
referred verse translated as "wives" is "azwaj"
plural of "zaujah". In the classical Arabic
language, a woman with whom a person had
entered into a contract of Mut`ah was called the
"Mamtu`ah" of the person, she was not referred
to as the "zaujah" (wife) of the person. The
verse, therefore is a clear evidence to the fact
that no other relationship besides the one based
on Nikah was allowed by Islam.

This assertion is refuted by the fact that the scholars of hadith have referred to women in
Mut'ah as Zowja. Proofs are in the following Sunni sources:
Sahih al Bukhari Volume 7 p. 2
Sahih Muslim, Volume 2 hadith number 3253
Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 91
Umdah thul Qari, fi Sharh Bukhari Volume 9 p 362
We are quoting directly from the tradition in Sahih Muslim narrated on the authority of Sabra in
which the term "Zawajtuha" (i.e. I married her) is used as a reference to Mut'ah marriage.
Tradition No.3253 in Sahih Muslim says: "Rabi bin Sabra reported that his father went on an expedition with Allah's
Messenger (S) during the victory of Mecca, and we stayed there for fifteen days
(that is for thirteen full days and a day and night), and Allah's Messenger (S)
permitted us to contract temporary marriage with women. So I and another person
of my tribe went out, and I was more handsome than he, whereas the cloak of my
cousin was quite new. As we reached the lower or the upper side of Mecca, we came
across a young woman like a young smart long-necked she-camel. We said: Is it
possible for one of us to contract temporary marriage with you? She said: What will
you give me as a dower? Each one of us spread his cloak. She began to cast a glance
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at both the persons. My companion also looked at her when she was casting a
glance at her side and he said: "This cloak of his is worn out, whereas my cloak is
quite new ". She however, said twice or thrice: 'There is no harm in (accepting) this
cloak (the old one)". So I contracted temporary marriage (zawajtuha) with her, and
I did not come out (of this) until Allah's Messenger (S) declared it forbidden".
We appeal for justice: Temporary marriage for a fixed period with women was halaal at the
outset of Islam. Such women were halaal. As such, our question to the enemies of the Ahl alBayt (as) is simple: what was the status of women at that time? If they were not wives then
why were they halaal? If they were wives then this proves that the Shari'ah deems women in
Mut'ah to be wives, and to exclude them from this status is to in effect deem the Companions
fornicators. High ranking Sunni 'ulama have deemed women in Nikah and Nikah e Mut'ah to be
wives.
In spite of these facts, on page 36 of Hurmut Mut'ah, the Deobandi author Suhrawardi states
"Whenever the Quran uses the words Zawaaj it is in the context of Nikah. E.g. the
story of Adam refers to 'Zawaaj al Janath. It doesn't refer to women in Mut'ah as
wives which is why they are not".
The fact that the Qur'an uses the word zawaj in the context of Nikah does not mean it cannot
be used in any other context. The Prophet (s) referred to the spiritual struggle against oneself
as a jihad. Yet the Qur'an uses this word in many places in the context of a physical, military
war. Does this mean that the Prophet (s) was wrong to refer to one's spiritual struggle as the
jihad an-nafs?
Suhrawardi then goes on to say that, whilst the Sahih Sittah have traditions referring to women
in Mut'ah as wives, this is only 'figurative' and does not mean that they are wives in the real
sense. He says teacher calls his student his son, but this is only figurative; the student would
not, for example, inherit from his teacher. We can only ask Mr. Suhrawardi: If we therefore
read from the Sahih Sittah that Sahaba performed with "figurative wives," does that mean they
were fornicating?

5.2

Argument 2

These are claims that the verse that the verse that came down about Mut'ah are not well
known, whilst the claims that the verse descended about Nikah is widely known.

Reply
If these followers of the Companions claim that no such verse existed as it was not well known
then they should know that for 18 years the Companions including Abu Bakr's daughter all
practised Mut'ah. Did all these people indulge themselves in shameful acts of fornication? But in
any case, the opinions of the Companions can be ascertained as well known in Tafseers,
namely that this verse did indeed descend about Mut'ah. We have quoted numerous Sunni
Tafsir and hadeeth works in this regard, and we have seen that the ulama of Ahlul Sunnah have
also confirmed that this verse also referred to Mut'ah.

The Narration of Ibn Mas'ud
We read in Sahih al Bukhari Volume 7 tradition 13a:
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Narrated 'Abdullah Ibn Masud: We used to participate in the holy battles led by
Allah's Apostle and we had nothing (no wives) with us. So we said, "Shall we get
ourselves castrated?" He forbade us (to castrate ourselves) and then allowed us to
marry women with a temporary contract (Mut'ah) and recited to us: 'O you who
believe! Make not unlawful the good things, which Allah has made lawful for you,
but commit no transgression.' (5.87)
The Urdu translation of Sahih al Bukhari, Volume 2 page 774 (Printed, Karachi, Muhammad
Saeed and Sons) that was based on the compilation of four Sunni scholars translated the order
of Rasulullah (s):
Go and find a woman that agrees and marry her for a few days.
This tradition has also been recorded on the authority of Ibn Abbas in Musnad Ibn Hanbal
Volume 7 page 93.
Musnad Imam Ahmad bin Hanbal, Volume 7, Page 93
The fact that Ibn Masud argued for the legitimacy of Mut'ah in such a manner, after the death
of Rasulullah, serves as proof that Mut'ah was not abrogated. If it was, would Ibn Masud not
have highlighted this in the same narration, rather than recite a verse making it clear that one
should not deem haram something that Allah (swt) has deemed halaal? Does this tradition not
make the belief of Ibn Masud that Mut'ah was and remains halaal, that his recital of this verse
was a clear criticism to those individuals that deemed it haram? Why did Sahaba narrate his
tradition in exactly the same manner as Ibn Masud narrated? It is clear that Ibn Mas'ud, one of
the most famous of Companions, firmly believed that the verse of Mut'ah had not been
abrogated.

Testimony of Sunni 'Ulama that the Verse of Mut'ah was Not
Abrogated
We have the testimony of many Sunni 'ulama that the verse on Mut'ah has not been abrogated.
•

Tafseer Fathul Qadeer Volume1 p. 14

•

Tafseer Khazan Volume1 p. 23

•

Tafseer Mu'alim al Tanzeel volume1 p. 63

•

Tafseer Tabari Page5 part 15

•

Tafseer Kashaf Volume1 p. 20

•

Tafseer Gharab al Qur'an p. 4 part5

•

Tafseer Kabeer Volume3 p. 9

•

Tafseer Manar Volume5 page 15 by Rashed Manar

In Fathul Qadeer:
Ibn Abbas said the verse of Mut'ah - i.e. it has not been abrogated.
In Tafseer Mu'alim al Tanzeel
Ibn Abbas said: "The verse of Mut'ah was an order and it's Halal.

Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 107 of 171

In Tafseer Kabeer
The verse of Mut'ah appears in the Qur'an, no verse has come down to abrogate it.

5.3

Argument 3

That the verses of Mut'ah were abrogated by all the other verses dealing with inheritance and
divorce and so forth.

Reply
This argument is utter non-sense. The argument is that, when Allah (swt) speaks of the wife
inheriting, that this somehow, by extension, abrogates the verses of Mut'ah, since the
temporary wife does not inherit. However, this is entirely misunderstanding the nature of the
Qur'anic revelation, and the relationship between the verses under question. Allamah Tabataba'i
writes
As far as the opinion that many ayats such as the verses of inheritance or the verses
of divorce or the verses specifying the number of wives one can have, then one
must understand that the relationship between these verses and the verse of
Mut'ah is not one of abrogater and abrogated. Rather, it is a relationship of general
and specific, or absolute and limiting. For example, the verses of inheritance are
general, and cover all wives, whether they are permanent or temporary. However,
the Sunnah delimits these verses by excluding some of the individuals who would
fall under the category of wifes, such as the temporary wives.

Al-Mizan, p. 281

Reference at Mutah.com
The point is that there are many verses which are general in nature, and which are explained,
commented upon, and limited by other verses, or by the Sunnah. For example, we have verses
which say that the wives inherit. These verses are absolute, meaning that all wives inherit
under all circumstances. However, we have many hadeeths that say a murderer cannot inherit
from the one they murdered. Based on these hadeeths, then, a wife who murders her husband
would not inherit, even though the verses of Qur'an are absolute and imply that all wives
inherit. However, if we are to follow the logic that these verses of divorce and inheritance and
so forth are abrogating of Mut'ah because Mut'ah does not have divorce or inheritance, than we
must also say that these verses abrogate those hadeeths that say a murderer does not inherit
from the one they murdered. As such, Sunni 'ulama should give the fatwa that a wife who kills
her husband also gets his inheritance. They should also then be very careful about turning their
backs on their wives.
In any case, even if we are to accept that these other verses somehow abrogated the verse of
Mut'ah, then we are left with the same perennial problem: the fact that verses the Sunnis claim
abrogate the verse of Mut'ah were revealed before the verse of Mut'ah. How can a verse be
abrogated before it is even revealed? Allamah Tabataba'i writes:
Some of the scholars of Usul al-fiqh have argued that if a verse or hadeeth dealing
with a specific subject comes, and then it is followed by a general verse or hadeeth
that contradicts it in terms of confirmation and denial, that the general verse would
have abrogated the specific verse. But alongside of the fact that this is a weak
argument, it has nothing to do with the present discussion. This is because the
verses of divorce (which are general) in Surat al-baqara, they are the first of a
Madinan Surah which was revealed before the verses of Surat an-Nisa' that
encompass the verse of Mut'ah. Similar is the case with the verses about the
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number of wives, which appear in Surat an-Nisa before the verse of Mut'ah, and
similar the verses of inheritance, which occur before the verse of Mut'ah in the same
context and in the same surah. As such, the specific verse (by which I mean the
verse of Mut'ah) came down after the general verse.
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6. Was Mut'ah Abrogated by the Sunnah?
Once it is proven, definitively, that the Qur'an permits Mut'ah, and after the embarrassing
attempt to argue that the Mut'ah is made impermissible by Surat al-Mu'minun and others, the
only alternative is to argue that Mut'ah was abrogated by the Sunnah of the Prophet (s). This
was the argument of Maulana Maudoodi in Pakistan. Another Nasibi, who audaciously goes by
the name of Abu Sufyan (one of the greatest enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as), writes in his
masterpiece 'The Shi'a Practice of Forbidden Temporary Marriage':
Abu Sufyan states:
In the days before the battle of Khayber the
Prophet Muhammad (s) permitted the use of
temporary marriage. Narrated Salama bin AlAkwa' (ra): 'In the year of Autas, Allah's
Messenger permitted a temporary marriage for
three nights, but he prohibited it afterwards."
{Sahih Muslim} Unfortunately the Shi'ah had
conveniently forgotten the part where it was
forbidden, and have fabricated many lies trying
to justify this clear haram act.... Insha-Allah
firstly I will quote just some of the hadeeth
clearly stating that this form of marriage is
haram.
Narrated 'Ali (ra): Allah's Messenger forbade the
temporary marriage in the year of Khayber."
{Sahih Muslim & Sahih Bukhari} Narrated 'Ali
(ra): At the battle of Khayber, the Prophet
forbade the temporary marriage (i.e. Mu'ta) of
women, and the eating of the flesh of domestic
asses." {Sahih Bukhari, Sahih Muslim, Ahmad,
An-Nasa'i, At-Termidhi and Ibn Majah have all
collected it} …
Anyone with the right mind can see that
temporary marriage is clearly forbidden, but
again the shia have rejected all Hadeeth in this
matter and still continue to follow their desires,
even if it is zina (fornication, adultury etc.). ".

The article Zawaj al Mut'ah also attests:
The un named author states:
In the history of Islam, The Prophet (saws)
allowed Mut'aha a twice in his lifetime. The first
time the Prophet (saws) allowed it for three days,
at the war of Khaiber, and after three days it was
made Haram . Once Ali argued with a man who
believed in Mut'aha and told him that the Prophet
(saws) made Mut'aha and the meat of donkey
Haram on the day of Khaiber (Bukhari vol. 7, pg.
287 and vol. 4 pg. 134).".
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In 'The unlawfulness of Mut'ah' - Hanafi author Maulana Mufti Muhammad Shafi also decided to
mock the Shi'a by citing the tradition attributed to Maula 'Ali (as) in Bukhari:
Mufti Shafi states:
It is very strange that the sect which believes in
the lawfulness of Mut'ah-despite its claim to love
and obey Sayyidina Ali ibn Abu Talib
(karramallahu wajhahu)-elects to oppose no less
a person that him on this particular issue.

6.1

Reply One

To begin with, for the Ahl as-Sunnah to cite the words of Imam 'Ali (as) from Sahih al Bukhari
in order to convince the Shi'a is indeed, very stupid. It goes against the rules of Sunni / Shi'a
polemics. Its like a Christian seeking to mock Muslims for rejecting the divinity of Christ by
citing the Bible as their evidence! We do not accept Bukhari because of the lies he perpetuated
against the Prophet (s) and his family; we reference it because Sunnis accept it, not because
we accept it ourselves. Therefore, when enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) present arguments
from a work that we already consider being rife with forgeries and lies, it is of no interest to us.

6.2

Reply Two

The Nasibi Abu Sufyan's lack of basic knowledge is exposed here, for Autas was not an event
that occurred before Khayber. Rather, Autas refers to the Battle of Hunayn after the victory of
Makkah. This argument is as foolish as the one presented about Surat al-mumin'un abrogating
the verse of Mut'ah. The Nasibi confidently asserted:
Abu Sufyan states:
In the days before the battle of Khayber the
Prophet Muhammad (s) permitted the use of
temporary marriage. Narrated Salama bin AlAkwa' (ra): 'In the year of Autas, Allah's
Messenger permitted a temporary marriage for
three nights, but he prohibited it afterwards."

Yet these comments are stunning in their lack of even the most basic research. Furthermore,
the claim that the narration is mutawattir is unfounded. It is a lone narration (ahad).
The author of Temporary Marriage (Mut'ah) & Its Illegitimacy in Islam also alleges that Imam
'Ali (as) narrated that Mut'ah was haraam at Khayber
Abu Ruqayya states:
Imam Muslim has narrated that according to
Mohammad Bin 'Abdullah Bin Numayr who said:
"My father had narrated to us according to
'Ubaidullah according to Ibn Shahãb according to
Alhassan and 'Abdullah the sons of Mohammad
Bin 'Ali according to their father according to 'Ali
(r.a.a.) that he heard Ibn 'Abbas (r.a.a.) being
lenient towards temporary marriage, so he said,
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'wait Ibn 'Abbas, the Messenger of Allah had
forbidden it on the day of Khaybar when he also
prohibited the meat of domestic camels.' "

Reply I - A narration by az Zuhri the Nasibi can be rejected
It is narrated by az-Zuhri. Finally, such a person's narrations cannot be accepted, as he was an
enemy of the Ahl al-Bayt (as). We read in Ibn al Hadeed's Sharh Nahj ul Balagha Volume 1
page 493 that:
"Zuhri ibn Shab possessed a heart filled with enmity towards Hadhrath 'Ali".
Sunnis and Shi'a agree that someone who hates the Ahl al-Bayt (as) should be rejected as a
hadeeth narrator. The Shah in Taufa Ithna Ashari pages 65-66 stated that:
"Any narration by an enemy of Ahl'ul bayt is to be rejected".

Reply II - The narrators of this tradition are weak
Furthermore, we see that the two sons of Muhammad ibn al Hanafiyya, Hasan and Abdullah
also narrate this tradition, which allegedly destroys the Shi 'a thinking on Mut'ah. Imam of Ahl
as-Sunnah Ibn Hajr al Asqalani in Tadheeb al Tadheeb graded both sons to be weak, since one
was a murijee, and the other was a Shi'a. Therefore, the hadeeth is faulty in terms of its isnad.

Reply III - Sunni and Shi'a traditions confirm that Imam 'Ali (as)
believed that Mut'ah was halaal.
We should also point out that the idea that Imam 'Ali (as) believed that Mut'ah was haram, as
the Khayber hadeeth suggest, contradicts basic facts of history. The following hadeeth is
present in important Sunni commentaries:
Ali (RA) said: The Mut'ah is a blessing from Allah to his servants. If it were not for
Umar forbidding it, no one would commit (the sin of) fornication except a Shaqi (a
wretched person."
We have quoted the above reference from books belonging to both Sects, they were:
1. Authoritative Sunni source Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 2 page 140, Ayat Mut'ah
2. Authoritative Shi'a source Tadheeb al Ahkam Volume 2 page 186, Masala Mut'ah
Both sources quote these words of Maula 'Ali (as) We see that Maula 'Ali (as) held Umar
personally liable for all future acts of Zina, hence any narration where Imam 'Ali (as) said that
Mut'ah is haram is to be dis-guarded.

Reply IV - The Sunni 'ulama have themselves rejected the notion that
Mut'ah was made haraam at Khayber
Beyond this, we also see that the Sunni scholars have rejected the narration of Bukhari and

Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 112 of 171

Muslim wherein Mut'ah was banned on the Day of Khayber. We shall rely on the following
authentic Sunni sources as proof:
Umdah thul Qari Volume 8 page 311
Zaad al Maad Volume 2 page 204 Ghazwa Khayber
Fathul Bari Volume 9 page 168
Irshad al Sari, fi Sharh Bukhari
Rowz Al Anf vol. 4 pg. 59 (printed 1391 AH)
Seera Halabiyah vol.3 pg.45
We read in Umdah:
Allamah ibn Barr said that the tradition on the prohibition of Mut'ah on the Day of
Khayber is wrong.
We read in Zaad al Maad
The tradition prohibiting Mut'ah during the victory of Makka is more Sahih.
In Rowz Al Anf and Seera Halabiyah, it is said that Suhaili commented:
This is something that no one involved in the Seerah and the history of Allah's
Messenger (S) has ever acknowledged (that Mut'ah was prohibited on Khayber).
In Irshad Al Sari's commentary of Bukhari, Sharh al Mawaahib of Az Dhurqani vol.2 pg. 239,
and Sharh al Muwatta vol.2 pg. 24, Abu Omar's opinion on the prohibition of Mut'ah at Khayber
are cited:
This is absolutely wrong. Temporary marriage never took place in Khayber.
In Fathul Bari vol.9 pg. 145 and Neel al Authar vol.6 pg. 146, Sunan Baihaqi vol.7pg.201 and
Zaad al Maad Volume 1 pg. 443 Abu Awaanah is quoted as writing in his Sahih:
"I have heard scholars saying that the tradition related of Ali only talked of the
prohibition of the eating of the meat of domestic asses and there was no mention of
Mut'ah, and the tradition is silent on that matter".
Do the Wahabi 'ulama consider themselves more knowledge than these scholars?

Reply V - Was Imam 'Ali (as) the ONLY person to have heard this
prohibition?
In all the traditions recorded by Bukhari in chapter 155 of Maghazi concerning the events in
Khayber, only one speaks about the prohibition on domestic donkeys, and there is no mention
of Mut'ah. This narration's are:
Tradition No.668-669, from Anas bin Malik ( only domestic asses is mentioned).
Traditions No.684, 68e, 687, from Ibn Omar (the prohibition of the meat of domestic
asses and garlic IS mentioned)
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Tradition No.688, from Jabir bin Abdullahi (only the prohibition of the flesh of domestic
asses is mentioned).
Traditions No.689 and 690, from Ibn Aufa (only the prohibition of the flesh of domestic
asses is mentioned).
Tradition No. 693, from Bara 'a bin Azib ( only the prohibition of the flesh of domestic
asses is mentioned).
Tradition No. 694 from Ibn Abbas (only the prohibition of the flesh of domestic asses is
mentioned).
In Sahih Muslim- Tradition No.4440, only the prohibition of the flesh of domestic asses
is mentioned.
Tradition No.4765, from Abu Tha'laba (only the prohibition of the flesh of domestic
asses is mentioned).
Traditions No.4768 & 4769, from Abu Aufa (domestic asses is mentioned).
Traditions No.4770, 4771, 4772, 4773, from Adi Ibn Thabit , from Bara' and Abdullah
bin Aufa, (only domestic later asses is mentioned).
Traditions No. 4774, 4775, from Salma bin Akwa' and Ibn Abbas ( only domestic asses
is mentioned).
Tradition No.4776, from Yazid bin Ubaid (only domestic asses is mentioned).
In Sunan Nisai- vol.7 pg. 205, there are nine traditions and all except one, say that on
the Day of Khayber only the flesh of domestic asses was prohibited.
We would appeal to those with brains to use some logic, Rasulullah (s) makes an open
declaration at Khayber that eating donkey flesh and contracting Mut'ah is haraam. How is that
we have numerous Sahaba confirming that the prohibition on donkey flesh being declared and
only one recalling the prohibition on Mut'ah? Were all the other Sahaba deaf? How is it they
made no mention of Mut'ah, when the declaration was made at the same time and place that
donkey flesh had been made haraam?
Even if we were to accept that Mut'ah was forbidden on the Day of Khayber, there are some
questions that demand answers. From was amongst all the companions, Imam Ali (as) and lbn
Abbas are the only ones who are quoted as saying that Mut'ah was forbidden during Khayber
and no one else has mentioned this matter. Yet we know, from the vast number of narration's
that we have quoted on this issue, that these two were always in the forefront of those who
defended the legitimacy of Mut'ah. Does this not show that certain narrators fabricated the
names of these Sahaba to justify the illegal prohibition of Mut'ah and to strengthen their own
arguments?
Above all, Ibn Qayyim says in Zaad al Maad Volume 2 page 142:
If we accept that Mut'ah was cancelled on the Day of Khayber then what we are
saying is that cancellation occurred twice and this has never happened in religion
for sure and will not happen.
He further adds in the same book on page 183:
In Khayber there were no Muslim women since it was a Jewish settlement and up
till then, Muslims were not permitted to marry Ahl'ul Kitab (Jews & Christians). The
permission came later on in Surah Mai'da…Muslims were not supposed to contract
marriage with Ahl'ul Kitab during the battle of Khayber, and in any case they were
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not interested in marrying the women of their enemies before Khayber was
captured. And after the victory, the ladies were captives or "Mamlookeen" and there
was no need to marry them….Concerning the story of Khayber, the companions of
the Prophet (S) did not contract temporary marriage with Jewish women neither did
the Prophet (S) allow it, and no one mentioned Mut'ah during the battle of Khayber,
on whether it was permissible or unlawful. Similarly all Muslim scholars
unanimously say that Mut'ah was permissible after Khayber and they believe that it
was cancelled on the Day of Fath Makka (victory). Therefore, it is clear that though
this tradition is one of the two strongest amongst all traditions concerning the
revocation of Mut'ah, it is nevertheless shaky, and cannot revoke a verdict
contained in the Qur'an.

6.3

Analyzing the claim that Mut'ah was made haraam at the time of
the conquest of Makka

It is alleged that Sabra and one of his relatives went out with the Prophet (S) and they were
allowed to contract temporary marriages. They both had cloaks though Sabra's was old.
However, the woman accepted Sabra's cloak as a dower because he was more handsome than
his relative was. Later the Messenger of Allah (S) supposedly forbade Mut'ah. Abu Ruqqaya
quoted the hadeeth as follows:
Abu Ruqqaya states:
According to Sabra Bin Ma'had AlJuhany who
said: I was with my cousin when we passed by a
woman who liked my youth and a robe which my
companion had. So she offered temporary
marriage with the robe as the dowry. I married
her and spent the night with her. In the next
morning, I went to the mosque and heard the
Messenger of Allah saying: 'O people, I had
permitted you temporary marriage before,
whoever of you has any part in it currently must
part with her, and do not take back anything
which you may have given them, as Allah Exalted
and Majestic has forbidden it until the day of
resurrection.' " [narrated by Muslim, Abu
Dawood, Ibn Majah, Nasa`i, and Darimi]

Reply One - Ibn Qayyim rejected the claim that Mut'ah was made
haraam at the victory of Makka
Ibn al Qayyim states in Zaad al Maad:
On this matter people held two views, one group maintain that Omar prohibited
Mut'ah and forbade it from being practiced and the Messenger of Allah (S) has
ordered people to follow the Sunnah of the guided caliphs. This group has not
considered the tradition of Sabra concerning the prohibition of Mut'ah in the year of
victory as authentic…This Riwayat (tradition) is narrated by Abdul Malik bin Rabi
bin Sabra from his father, from his grandfather, and Ibn Moe'en has spoken against
him (that is he did not consider him fit and trustworthy narrator). Bukhari has
equally not mentioned this tradition in his Sahih knowing well that it concerns an
important matter and his hesitation in recording this tradition can only be
Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 115 of 171

understood to mean that he doubted its veracity.
Ibn Qayyim continues further and says:
Most argue that if this hadith were correct Ibn Masud would know about it. It is
even narrated that they (himself and other companions) were practising it and that
he proved the legitimacy of Mut'ah by quoting verse 24 of Surah Nisa .He further
adds: "If the tradition was correct Omar would not say: 'It (Mut'ah) was permissible
during the time of Allah's Messenger (S) but from now henceforth I declare it
forbidden and will punish those who practice it', he (Omar) would rather have said
"The Messenger of Allah (S) prohibited it and forbade it.
According to Ibn Qayyim the tradition is incorrect because, as he says:
If the tradition was correct, then why did he (Omar) not forbid it during the time of
Abu Bakr.

All the above quotations can be found in Zaad al Ma ad vo1.2 pg. 184

This argument is irrefutable. As will be discussed below, there is no doubt that it was 'Umar
who forbade Mut'ah, and did so in complete contradiction to the hukm of the Prophet (s) and
Allah (swt).

Reply Two - Was Sabra the only person to have heard the
prohibition at Fath Makka?
It is also strange that amongst all the multitude of companions only Sabra saw the Prophet (S)
standing between the 'pillar and the gate' (Sahih Muslim Book of Nikah 008, Number 3256)
declaring the prohibition of Mut'ah. Were all the others deaf? Had they ALL gone to the toilet at
the same time? Or did they intentionally cover this hadith up as they enjoyed practising what
today's Nasibi call prostitution?

Reply Three - The narrators are not reliable
Finally, There is nothing in the books of Rijaal (Biographies of Narrators) to indicate that Sabra
or Rabi were trustworthy people. Concerning Abdul Malik there are words by scholars to the
effect that he was untrustworthy. The others included in the chain of narrators of this tradition
are all considered unqualified. This is recorded in Tahdeeb al Tahdeeb.

Reply Four - The traditions are replete with contradictions
Finally, The contradictions that are inherent in the tradition itself casts doubt on its veracity:
A) Kanz al Ummal Volume 8 page 295 has three separate narration's from Sabra concerning the
prohibition on Mut'ah, the first says Rasulullah (s) banned Mut'ah at Khayber, the second says it
was banned at the time of the Victory of Makka, the third says that it was banned at the
Farewell Pilgrimage. We leave for those with open minds to think about this, one nook, one
narrator, three different narration's about when Mut'ah was abrogated!
B) In Muslim No.3253, the quotation reads "the permission (to make Mut'ah) was for 15 days
after entering Mecca". While in Muslim 3257, the quotation reads, ''as we entered Mecca".
C) In Sunan Ibn Maja, chapter 44 tradition No.1962 the tradition records that the prohibition
occurred the "next day" after (Sabra) contracted Mut'ah. While in Muslim 3258 it says that it
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was made (Mut'ah) haram after three nights.
D) In Muslim 3253, it is recorded that Sabra and his cousin were the ones who went out to seek
for a woman with a view to contract Mut'ah with her. Sabra belongs to the clan of Jahina which
belongs to Qatha'ah tribe. However, in Muslim tradition No.3258 Sabra is reported to have said
"So I and a friend of mine from Bani Salim went out...".
E) In Muslim tradition No.3253, we understand that it is Sabra who made Mut'ah with the
woman after giving out his cloak as a dower. However in Musnad Ahmad vol.3 pg. 405, we are
told that Sabra was the ugly one with the new cloak and hence the woman made Mut'ah with
his cousin despite his old cloak since he was handsome.
It is clear that even a layman, much less an educated man, cannot accept that such traditions
have the power to cancel a verdict contained in the Qur'an.

6.4

An Overview of the Traditions Prohibiting Mut'ah

There are only four such Ahadith which specifically state that Mut'ah is haram, which are
transmitted by only three Sahaba (through different chains). The reader should not become
confused when Sunni brothers present a lot of Ahadith on this subject.. If one analyses the
chains, we learn that they return to only these three persons.
The names of these three companions are:
Rabi Ibn Sabra (who narrates it from his father Sabra Juhani)
Ali Ibn Talib
Salma b. al-Akwa'
All narrations of these 3 companions are contradictory to each other:
The hadith of Imam Ali (as) claims Mut'ah was prohibited in 7th Hijri (at Khayber)
In one Hadith, Ibn Sabra claims that Mut'ah was prohibited in 8th Hijri (at victory of
Mecca). While in other tradition, this same Ibn Sabra claims that Mut'ah was prohibited in
10th Hijri (at Last Pilgrimage Hujjatul Wida)
While Salma b. al-Akwa claims that Mut'ah was prohibited in 9th Hijri (i.e. in year of
Autas, which was after battle of Hunayn)
They cannot simultaneously use all these 3 in order to prove prohibition of Mut'ah by Rasul (s).
The occasions when these three prohibitions took place were major events, with thousands of
Sahaba present on each occasion, then how is that only ONE narrator out of the multitudes
present was able to recall the prohibition on Mut'ah on these occasions? In Sirat-un Nabi
Volume 1 page 42, by Hanafi scholar Allamah Shibli Numani we read:
"…the following categories of reports are to be discredited without an enquiry into
the characters of their narrators…
(10) Any tradition concerning an incident so noteworthy that, if it had actually taken
place, it ought to have been related by many, and yet there is but a single narrator
to it".
Applying point (10) to the evidence we have before us, the prohibition on Mut'ah on these
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occasions would have definitely been a noteworthy one. Its importance would have been such
that it would have needed to be declared openly. This is common sense after all today's Nasibi
deem Mut'ah to be prostitution, so would Rasulullah (s) not have ensured that this prohibition
was made open to the masses to ensure that future generations were not indulging themselves
in fornication? Could there be a better time to get the prohibition across than these three
events where so many faithful subjects had gathered? Despite this fact we see that the
narrators to each prohibition are restricted to just one person. If such a noteworthy declaration
had indeed taken place, wouldn't other Sahaba have also narrated it? This serves as clear proof
that these narrations are fabricated and to apply the conclusion of Numani should 'be
discredited without an enquiry into the characters of their narrators'
Shibli Numani had also said on the same page that we could reject:
"(4) The traditions that contradict the Qur'an or a mutawattir hadith"
This is also applicable here. The traditions contradict the Qur'an wherein Allah (swt) revealed a
verse on Mut'ah (as we have proven in the previous chapter). Also, in comparison to the above
mentioned three reports, there are witnesses of over twenty reports of Sahaba and Taabi'een,
which are unanimous that it was Umar who forbade Mut'ah [we will cite some of these
traditions in the next chapter]. Ibn Hazm (d. 456) who is one of the esteemed Sunni scholars,
in his book Muhalla gave the name of some of the companions and their disciples who believed
that Mut'ah is Halal. In the 9th section of the chapter of Marriage Ibn Hazm gives a detailed
account of Mut'ah and its regulations. Among the numerous companions and their disciples who
believed in practising Mut'ah after the demise of the Prophet are:
Imam Ali, Abu Dhar, Jabir Ibn Abdillah, Abdullah Ibn Abbas, Abdullah Ibn Masud,
Zubair Ibn al-Awwam, Imran Ibn Husain, Abdullah Ibn Umar, Ubay Ibn Ka'ab, Abu
Sa'id al-Khudri, Salamah Ibn Umayyah, Awka' Ibn Abdillah, Salamah Ibn al-Awka',
Khalid Ibn Muhajir, 'Amr Ibn Huraith, Rabi'a Ibn Umayya, Suhair, Sa'id Ibn Jubair
Tawoos, Qotadah, Mujahid, Ataa al-Madani al-Suddy, and Imam al-Hasan...
The vast discrepancies found in the hadeeths about the abrogation of Mut'ah demonstrate that
such a command never came from Allah (swt). Such contradictions could never be present in a
truly Divine account, for Allah (swt) said in Surat an-Nisa, verse 82:
Do they not then meditate on the Quran? And if it were from any other than Allah,
they would have found in it many a discrepancy.
There are also seven fabricated, single-chain narrations, which contradict each other on this
subject. Two Sunni scholars: al-Qurtubi (in his commentary of Quran) and al-Nawawi (in his
commentary of Sahih Muslim) counted the no. of Ahadith (which ban Mut'ah). At end, they
come to conclusion that there are seven such narrations.
But they also mentioned the following two facts about them:
All of them are Ahad
All of them are contradicting each other regarding the timings (i.e. when Rasulullah (s)
banned it)
We have collected these nine timings here, so that our readers can see the contradiction in
those things:
1st Timing: Referred to Hadrath A'isha that she claimed it was banned in Mecca (Surah
Mominun) (Quran 23:1-7)
2nd Timing: Referred to Ibn Abbas that he claimed it was banned when Surah Nisa was
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revealed (in the very early years of Madina)
3rd Timing: It was claimed that it was made Haram when the following verse was revealed:
"And those who guard their private parts, except with their wives or the slave girls
who rightfully possess for (in their case) they are free from blame. But those who go
beyond that are transgressors." (Quran 70:29-31)
But the person, which fabricated this hadith didn't know that this Surah of al-Ma'arij (Ch 70)
was revealed in Mecca, while the consensus of Sunnis is that Mut'ah was practiced until 7th Hijri
in Madina.
4th Timing: Umrah Dhu'l-Qada referred to by Hasan al Basri in 6th Hijri
5th Timing: Referred to Ali that he claimed it was banned in 7th Hijri.
6th Timing: Referred to companion Ibn Sabra Al-Juhani, that he claimed it was banned in 8th
Hijri at the time of victory of Mecca (i.e. he practiced Mut'ah with a woman of tribe of Bani
Aamir)
7th Timing: Referred to companion Iyas ibn Salam, who claimed Mut'ah was practice till 9th
Hijri and it was banned in the year of Autas (after the battle of Hunayn).
8th Timing: Referred to companion Abu Hurrayra, he claimed it was banned in 9th Hijri at the
expedition of Tabuk.
9th Timing: Again referred to Ibn Sabra Juhani that he claimed that Mut'ah was banned in 10th
Hijri at the time of last pilgrimage.
Now, it is obvious that some of these narrations are fabrications if not all of them. Of interest is
the fact that in Taufa Ithna Ashari page 231, Al Muhaddith Shah Abdul Aziz Dehlavi stated:
"Evidence of an event being a lie can be proven if it has numerous contradictions"
With this in mind, how can we accept narration's that seem to suggest that Mut'ah was
prohibited on nine separate occasions? Sadly the need to protect Umar rather than speak the
truth in effect forced leading Sunni scholars to uphold interpret the contradictions….

6.5

The efforts of the Ahl as-Sunnah'ulama to justify the
contradictions

Allamah Nawawi in Sharh Muslim Volume 1 page 450 [Printed Delhi] quotes the comments of
Qadhi Iyad:
"Muslim narrated from Iyas ibn Salam that Mut'ah was Mubah at Autas. Sabra
stated that it was Mubah at the time of the victory of Makka, both views are the
same it was the same year and was made haraam at that time. 'Ali[r] narrated that
the prohibition took place at Khayber this was prior to the victory of Makka. Apart
from Muslim others narrated from 'Ali that it was prohibited at the time of the
Farewell Pilgrimage, but this was said by Isaac bin Rashid and no one else attested
to this. Imam Malik narrated the Khayber tradition in his Muwatta, as did Sufyan bin
Ayneea who narrated it from Zuhri. Muslim narrated from individuals through Zuhri,
and the narrations are Sahih. Abu Daud narrated from Rabi bin Sabra who narrated
from his father Sabrah ibn Ma'bad al-Juhani that Mut'ah was Mubah at the time of
the Final Pilgrimage and was then made haraam forever. Hasan Basri said that
Mut'ah was never Halaal, save at Umrah Dhu'l-Qada, this was also narrated by
Saburah ibn Ma'bad al-Juhani. The narration by Sabra in Muslim is not restricted to
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a specific time but the narrations of Muhammad bin Saeed, Isaac bin Ibraheemee
and Yahya bin Yahya refers to the victory of Makka. Scholars who have said Mut'ah
was Mubah at the Final Hajj are wrong, as there was no need for its practice at that
time, as women accompanied many of the Sahaba. It was on this occasion that it
was made haraam as the people had gathered here, and the word could spread, that
the Shari'ah was now complete and that Mut'ah had been made haraam
forever…Mut'ah was made haraam at Khayber, and whatever was said at Umrah
Dhu'l-Qada, the victory of Makka was merely a ratification, in reality the prohibition
was at Khayber and this is Sahih without a doubt…
Now the question arises if Mut'ah was prohibited at Khayber forever, why was it
allowed at Umrah Dhu'l-Qada, Victory of Makka and Autas? It can be said that
having been made haraam, it was then made Mubah as per necessity and then made
haraam, as was the case before, at Khayber. It was deemed halaal when the need
arose at the time of the victory of Makka, and the made haraam on the same
occasion. This therefore renders the tradition (prohibiting Mut'ah) at the Farewell
Pilgrimage false. We should take from the majority, namely that Mut'ah was haraam
at the time of the victory of Makka and the Farewell Pilgrimage, prohibitions here
were merely ratification's. As for the claim of Hasan al Basri, that Mut'ah was never
allowed save at Umrah Dhu'l-Qada, the tradition of Khayber shall suffice to refute
him. Some have commented that Mut'ah was halaal twice and haraam twice".
After this lengthy quote of Qadi Iyad, Nawawi seeks to set out his own view:
"The correct approach in our view is that the prohibition and authority to practice
Mut'ah was twice respectively. It was halaal before Khayber, and then abrogated on
the Day of Khayber. At the time of the victory of Makka, also known as Autas it was
deemed Mubah, three days later it was made haraam forever, as is the case today.
It is incorrect to state that it was only practised at Khayber, where it was made
haraam forever, or to assert that words at the time of the victory of Makka was
merely a reaffirmation of the ban, as Muslim conforms the practise of Mut'ah at the
time of the victory of Makka hence to understand such traditions [as a
reconfirmation] in this way is inappropriate, there is no doubt that Mut'ah was
Mubah twice".
So what we are left with is a quagmire of confusion, where the Sunni 'ulama have offered all
manner of excuse to understand / rationalize the contradictions, namely we are left with:
The battle of Hunayn - this occurred after the victory of Makka. Narrations referring to
Autas should be understood as referring to the victory of Makka to ensure that no
contradictions arise.
Traditions pointing to the practice of Mut'ah at Tabuk are unreliable, as the narrator's
confused Tabuk with Khayber.
Traditions exist stipulating that Mut'ah was halaal at the Farewell Pilgrimage and then
made haraam, but this is unacceptable as the same narrator also said that Mut'ah had been
practiced at the time of the victory of Makka.
The narration that Mut'ah was prohibited at Umrah Dhu'l-Qada was on the authority of
Hasan al Basra.
Sabra Juhani referred to the prohibition at the Farewell Pilgrimage and the Victory of
Makka, but these narrations are unacceptable.
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Qadi Iyad stated that Mut'ah was abrogated at Khayber and all that happened
afterwards was a mere verification.
Nawawi opposed the view of Qadi Iyad, pointing out that if Mut'ah was made haraam
forever at Khayber, what is left of the victory of Makka tradition? He concludes that Mut'ah
was Mubah at the victory of Makka, and then made haraam forever. Nawawi's view is in
line with that of Imam Muslim who in his Sahih sets out the traditions in this way, namely
that it was Mubah then haraam forever.
The confusion and contradictions are so bewildering (even with the efforts to understand them
from the likes of Qadi Iyyad and Nawawi) that Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Qurtubi commented in
his Tafsir, Volume 5 p. 30
"There are so many contradictions on the traditions of Mut'ah that they end up
conflicting with one another. Mut'ah was made Halal on 7 occasions and Haram on 7
occasions".
Qadhi Thanaullah Panee Pathee in Tafseer Mazhari page 572 also echoes similar views:
"If we are to accept all of these traditions then the conclusion is that Mut'ah was
Mubah of 4 or 5 occasions and haraam on 4 or 5 occasions. Imam Sha'afi had said 'I
don't know of anything in Islam that was halaal on one occasion, then made
haraam, then made halaal and then haraam with the exception of Mut'ah'. Some
'ulama have said that lot was abrogated on three occasions others have said more".
Imam of the Nasibi also recorded these very same comments of Imam Sha'afi in his book
Seerath ul Nabawiyya Volume 3 pages 365 - 366:
"The prohibition of the contractual marriage took place in the day of the Khayber
campaign. Yet it had been established in Sahih of Muslim that Muhammad allowed
them again to (sign) a contractual marriage in the Day of Mecca's conquest. Then he
prohibited it. Shafi'i said: 'I do not know any other thing which was made lawful,
then prohibited, then made lawful again, then unlawful except the contractual
marriage, which was prohibited in the year in which Mecca was conquered, then
after that it became lawful"'
Ibn Katheer also made similar comments in his Tafseer of this verse:
"The verse refers to Nikah Mut'ah that was allowed in the beginning of Islam, but
was then abrogated. Shafi and a group amongst the Ulema said that it was Mubah
twice and abrogated twice. Some say that it was mubah once and then abrogated,
so say that it occurred on may occasions"
Tafseer Ibn Katheer, Surah an-Nisa, Page 3
Ibn Hajr Asqalani in his Fathul Bari fi Sharh Sahih al Bukhari Volume 9 page 133 wrote:
"Suhaili stated:
'Of the traditions on Nikah Mut'ah that are contradictory, the most unusual
narration is that it was haraam at Tabuk, others say the prohibition was at Umrah
Dhu'l-Qada, the famous view that it was banned at the time of the victory of Makka
is on the authority Sabra Juhani. There are also narrations from Sabra that it was
made haraam at the time of the Farewell Pilgrimage. We are then left with the
prohibition at Autas that conflicts with the tradition of the victory of Makka. From
these traditions it is evident that Mut'ah was abrogated on six occasions, Khayber,
Umrah thul Qadha, the Victory of Makka, Tabuk, Autas and the Farewell Pilgrimage'
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Suhaili made no mention of the Hunayn tradition, this either did not come to his notice, or he
omitted as the narrators made a mistake, or he deemed Autas and Hunayn to be the same
occasion.
The Tabuk tradition was narrated from Rahvia, Ibn Habban and Abu Hanifa. The
chain that Hasan al Basri relied on in effect suggested that Mut'ah was never halaal
before or after that occasion (Umrah Dhu'l-Qada), but the narrator in the chain
Umro bin Ubaydh made an objectionable mistake, he was an unreliable narrator.
The conquest of Makka narration is in Sahih Muslim as is the Autas narration from
Salma b. al-Akwa. As for the Final Pilgrimage narration from Sabra Juhani, this
contradicts narration's that have reached us without weaknesses; with regards to
the prohibition at the time of the victory of Makka and Khayber that carry Sahih
chains. This is an issue for Hasan al Basri, his narration is da'eef [weak] as he would
take traditions from anyone. If the tradition is accepted we could interpret Umrah
Dhu'l-Qada as Khayber as both events occurred in the same year. We are left with
the Tabuk narration, Abu Hurrayra stated that the Sahaba practised Mut'ah on that
occasion, this may be another occasion as the separation from women and ban
occurred at an earlier date, some Sahaba may have been ignorant of this fact, and
continued to practise it, which is why the prohibition on that occasion was made in
state of anger…
The narration of Jabir is not Sahih as it was narrated by Abad, this narration is
subject to open criticism. The Umrah Dhu'l-Qada tradition is wrong; the Tabuk
tradition should be rejected, as should the Farewell Pilgrimage tradition. If the
victory of Makka tradition is accepted it renders the Hunayn tradition wrong. We are
left with just two Sahih traditions, Khayber and the Victory of Makka".
To accept this conclusion means to accept that Mut'ah was haraam twice and Mubah twice. Ibn
Qayyim vigorously opposed such a notion. Commenting in Zaad al Maad Volume 1 page 442:
"Difference over whether Mut'ah is haraam take place at four points. Firstly it
occurred at Khayber, this is the view of a group of 'ulama including Sha'afi. Secondly
at the time of the victory of Makka as asserted by a group such as Abi Aineah.
Thirdly, at Hunayn although another claim is that this referred to the Victory of
Makka. Fourthly, The Farewell Pilgrimage, as was held by Mu'awiya, but this was a
mistake of narrators who confused the Farewell Pilgrimage with the victory of
Makka"
The reality is that is nor rational to assume that Allah (swt) continually prohibited and permitted
the same act. Ibn Qayyim's statement on this matter (same page as above) is absolutely
correct:
"…If we accept that Mut'ah was cancelled on the Day of Khayber then what we are
saying is that cancellation occurred twice and this has never happened in religion
for sure and will not happen".
Ibn Qayyim is arguing that it is impossible for Mut'ah to have been banned and permitted twice.
But based on the hadeeth literature, this supposedly happened seven times. Imam Radhi in his
Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 page 194 was perfectly honest when he said:
"To conclude that Mut'ah was made halaal on several occasions is da'eef, no one of
authority has made such an assertion, this was only said by those that had sought
to clarify the contradictions".
Nobody who believes in the Wisdom and Justice of Allah (swt) can believe that such a thing
would happen. May Allah's curse upon those who fabricate Ahadith and lie upon the Prophet
(s). Despite this the Ahl as-Sunnah continue to explain away the contradictions, let us now turn
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to the comments of Shaykh Abdur Rahman bin Shaykh bin Muhammad bin Sulayman in 'Majma
ul An'haar fi Sharh Munthakul al Jhaar' Volume 1 page 321 [Constantinople edition]:
"Nikah Mut'ah between Khayber and Fath Makka was Mubah, but was subsequently
cancelled via the ijm'aa of the Sahaba to the point that it is unacceptable for a
Qadhi [Judge] to deem it permissible, if someone deems it Mubah he is a kaffir"
A departure from the earlier comments the learned scholar is claiming that Mut'ah was Mubah
at Khayber and remained Mubah until the victory of Makka. This serves to further demonstrate
the utter confusion of scholars, borne out of their attempts to rationalise the contradictions. To
assert that Mut'ah at Khayber was Mubah, not haraam until the victory of Makka, contradicts
the two traditions of on the banning of Mut'ah that the Ahl as-Sunnah purport to be Sahih, (at
Khayber and the Victory) -yet Ibn Qayyim rejected both of them.
The amazing thing is the reference of Sabra in some sources regarding the prohibition of Mut'ah
at the time of the Victory of Makka but the narrator mistakenly referred it to the Farewell
Pilgrimage. It is fascinating that the narration of Juhani at the victory of Makka, contracting
Mut'ah in the presence of a friend, by presenting a cloth as dower, and the prohibition after
three days has also been similarly reported by the same narrator at the time of the Farewell
Pilgrimage - one narrator, same narration, two different events, pure coincidence or fabrication?
Ibn Qayyim attributed it to a mistake, confusing the Farewell Pilgrimage with the Victory of
Makka. Such clear contradictions make these narrations worthless, and the scholars have
themselves ruled out any prohibition at the time of the Farewell Pilgrimage. If we are to accept
the viewpoint of Ibn Hajr Asqalani we are ultimately left with just two Sahih hadith on the
prohibition of Mut'ah, Khayber and the victory of Makka. We have already cited the fact that
leading scholars lead by Ibn Qayyim rejected the notion of Mut'ah being prohibited at Khayber.
This leaves just one tradition to discuss the banning at the time of the Victory of Makka. We
have already sought to refute the tradition from the angle of multiple contradictions, if Nasibi
are still not satisfied let us bring our final proof that in effect negates this and all such
narration's…

6.6

The revelation of the verse of Mut'ah at Hunayn refutes all
traditions on the prohibition of Mut'ah

We are quoting directly from the great Sunni scholar al Hafidh Jalaladeen Suyuti who writes in
al Bab al Naqool fi Asbab al Nazool [Egypt edition] with the commentary of Tanveer al Makki
page 77:
"Muslim, Abu Daud, Tirmidhi, and Nasai in their commentaries of the verse narrate
from Abu Sa'id al-Khudri (Allah her pleased with him) reported that at the Battle of
Hunayn Allah's Messenger (may peace be upon him) sent an army to Autas and
encountered the enemy and fought with them. Having overcome them and taken
them captives, the Companions of Allah's Messenger (may peace to upon him)
seemed to refrain from having intercourse with captive women because of their
husbands. Then Allah, Most High, sent down regarding that:" And women already
married, except those whom your right hands possess (iv. 24)" - i.e. Married women
that have come from War Booty. We then deemed it halaal to take such women.
Tabrani narrated from Ibn Abbas that the verse descended at Hunayn, when female
captives (people of the Book) came from the War Booty, but no one would approach
them, as they were married. People referred the matter to Rasulullah (s) and it was
at that time that this verse descended".
The complete verse (Surah Nisa verse 24) was not 'exclusively' about Mut'ah, it sets out the
types of women that a man can marry and also includes the condition for contracting Mut'ah
(payment of dowry).
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This serves as proof that Mut'ah is a permissible type of Nikah that was not abrogated by the
Sunnah, and Allah (swt) endorsed this practise through revelation at Hunayn that occurred at
the final year of the life of Rasulullah (s), and whilst the tradition of Abu Said only quotes a part
of Surah Nisa verse 24 'And women already married, except those whom your right
hands possess' (the complete verse incorporates Mut'ah):
Also (prohibited are) women already married, except those whom your right hands
possess: Thus hath Allah ordained (Prohibitions) against you: Except the forbidden
women) the rest are lawful unto you to seek them with gifts from your property
(i.e., dowry), provided that you desire protection (from sin), not fornication. So for
whatever you have had of pleasure (Istamta'tum) with them by the contract, give
unto them their appointed wages as a duty. And there is no sin for you in what you
both agree (in extending the contract) after fulfilling the (first) duty. Lo! Allah is
ever Knower, Wise
This verse descended after the Victory of Makka, and negates the assertion that Mut'ah was
made haraam forever at Khayber and the victory. Why would Allah (swt) reveal a verse
deeming a practice halaal that had already been made haraam forever?
There is no way that our opponents such as Nawawi can interpret the Autas tradition as
referring to the Victory of Makka [as both occurred in the same year], as no there were no
female captives from amongst the people of the Book at the time. The event occurred after the
victory and serves as the greatest proof that Mut'ah is halaal, and the timing refutes any
traditions purporting to suggest that Mut'ah was banned at Khayber and the victory of Makka.
The fact that the verse makes no specific 'new' order to practice Mut'ah, but merely affirms the
right to contract Mut'ah, is clear evidence that that Allah (swt) ratified a practise that was
already in existence, i.e. being practised via the Sunnah.
What is proven here is that all traditions pointing to a prohibition on Mut'ah are false, without
any foundation. We have analysed the traditions and contradictions in depth, and are confident
that no further objections can be raised. The attempts of the Ahl as-Sunnah to understand /
read through the confusion is there for all to see, many just blindly accept that Mut'ah was
made haraam forever at Khayber and at the Victory of Makka. When we see the confusion we
are left with three conclusions:
1. The Qur'an revealed a verse on the permissibility of Mut'ah, it descended at Autas after the
victory of Makka. This proves that this a lawful type of Nikah, that proves that until that time
Mut'ah was not haraam.
2. The Sahaba accordingly continued to practise Mut'ah as is vouched for in Sahih Muslim Book
008, Number 3248, Bab ul Nikah:
Ibn Uraij reported: 'Ati' reported that Jabir b. Abdullah came to perform 'Umra, and
we came to his abode, and the people asked him about different things, and then
they made a mention of temporary marriage, whereupon he said: Yes, we had been
benefiting ourselves by this temporary marriage during the lifetime of the Holy
Prophet (may peace be upon him) and during the time of Abu Bakr and 'Umar.
3. Umar prohibited Mut'ah of his own accord, and acknowledged that it was permissible during
the lifetime of Rasulullah (s), to this end we have the words of Umar in Kanz al Ummal Volume
8 page 293:
"Two types of Mut'ah were present during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s), I prohibit
them both, Nikah Mut'ah and Mut'ah of Hajj"
In this regard we find the truth on the matter in the Fatwa of Sunni Hadith Master al Hafidh
Jalaluddin Suyuti in Tarikh al-Khulafaa, p. 36 wrote about Umar Ibn Al-Khattab.
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"He (Umar) is the first who made Mut'ah forbidden (Haram)".
[Note: This will be discussed at length in the next chapter]
No ruling exists under the Shari'ah, where a practise is deemed halaal, then haraam, then
halaal and then haraam. Such a practise is against common sense, which leads us to just one
conclusion that the prohibition of Mut'ah was based on the order of Umar alone.

6.7

Some final points to think over

We feel it apt to summarise some points for our opponents to mull over:
•

If Mut'ah was indeed abrogated then the allegation arises as to why Imam 'Ali (as) and
his descendants, Sahaba such as Ibn Abbas, Jabir ibn Abdullah, Imran bin Husain,
Mu'awiya bin Hind, Ibn Jurraya, Saeed bin Jubair, Mujahid, 'Ataa etc vouched for its
legitimacy. Did all of these individuals turn their back on the religion of Islam? If so
then it clearly becomes incumbent for the Ahl as-Sunnah Ulema to issue a declaration
of apostasy against all of them - if Mut'ah's abrogation can indeed be proven from
tawatur narration's.

•

The reality is no tawatur traditions confirming the prohibition of Mut'ah exist. To rely on
the existing traditions as proof that Mut'ah is haram is indeed a false premise, since the
traditions that Mut'ah is halaal can be established from tawatur narration's. If the Ahl
as-Sunnah are relying on Ahad [lone] narration's as 'proof' the questions arises as to
why they are relying on questionable lone traditions in favour of definite traditions?

Furthermore, we know that a group of Sahaba believed that Mut'ah was halaal after the death
of Rasulullah (s). In the Urdu translation of Muwatta Imam Malik page 39, Maulana Waheed'ud
Deen az Zaman said:
Amongst the great Imams and the majority of the Ulema Nikah Mut'ah is not
permissible, they however acknowledge that Mut'ah was practised, and was made
haraam on the Day of Khayber, it was then practised at Umrah Dhul Qada, it was
then made haraam at the time of the victory of Makka, was then allowed at the
Battle of Autas, it was then made haraam, it was then allowed at Tabuk, and then
made haraam at the time of the Farewell Pilgrimage. The people benefited from the
continual bans and permissions, some practised Mut'ah whilst others refrained from
it, to the extent that after the death of Rasulullah (s), this state of affairs continued
during the reign of Abu Bakr, as was the case with the early portion of Umar's
khilafath, wherein it was deemed to be halaal. Umar then deemed it prohibited on
the pulpit and the people subsequently stopped practising Mut'ah. Some Sahaba
continued to maintain the position that Mut'ah was permissible, such Jabir ibn
Abdullah, Abdullah ibn Masud, Abu Saeed, Mu'awiyah, Asma bint Abu Bakr, Abdullah
ibn Abbas, Umro bin Harees, Salma bin Akwa. A group amongst the Tabaeen also
upheld the legitimacy to practise Mut'ah.
Imam of the Salafi Nasibis Ibn Taymeeya also listed those Sahaba that believed in the
legitimacy of Mut'ah after the death of Rasulullah (s).We are quoting directly from his work 'alMuntaqaa min Akhbaar al-Mustafa', edited by Muhammad Hamid al-Faqqi, 2 volumes, Cairo: alMaktabat al-Tijariyya, 1931 edition, volume 2, page 520.
According to Ibn Hazm: "Ibn Mas'ud, Mu'awiya, Abu Sa'eed (al-Khudri), Ibn 'Abbas,
Salama and Ma'bad, the sons of Umayya bin Khalaf, Jabir (bin 'Abdullah al-'Ansaari),
and 'Amr bin Huraith continued, after the death of the Prophet, to consider it (i.e.
Mut'ah) lawful. Moreover, Jabir reported, regarding all the Companions, that they
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continued to uphold its lawfulness during the time of the Prophet and of Abu Bakr
and almost till the end of 'Umar's caliphate." then he (i.e. Ibn Hazm) adds, "Among
the Successors of the Companions, Tawoos, Sa'eed bin Jubair, 'Ataa', and the rest of
the Makkan jurists believed in its permissibility."
Consider these illustrious names and now contemplate the comments of Haq Nawaz Jhangvi:
Haq Nawaz Jhangvi states:
THE UNLAWFULNESS OF MUTA IS AGREED
UPON BY THE UMMAH I.E. CONSENSUS EXCEPT
THAT OF THE SHITTES HOLD IT LAWFUL

Now our question is a simple one, if the Consensus that the whole Muslim Ummah deems
Mut'ah to be haraam, save the Shi'a (who are non Muslim) then what can we say of the above
named individuals that believed that Mut'ah was halaal after the death of Rasulullah (s), do
they not come within the definition of Muslim Ummah, or were they Rafidi Shi'a? In his efforts
to attack the Shi'a, Jhangvi has blasphemed his own esteemed Salaf (Sahaba and Taabi'een)!
It is on this basis that we argue that Mut'ah was halaal during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s), and
this was the position during the early portion of Umar's khilafath, as attested by the traditions.
The views of these great Sahaba serve as proof that Mut'ah has not been abrogated by the
Sunnah. We also read in Fathul Bari Volume 9 page 172, Bab ul Nikah:
According to Ibn Hazm, this group of Sahaba deemed Mut'ah to be halaal, Abdullah
ibn Masud, Mu'awiya ibn Abu Sufyan, Abu Saeed, Ibn Abbas, Saleema, Mujeed,
Umro bin Harees, Jabir bin Abdullah, Asma binte Abu Bakr.
We also read in Fathul Bari Volume 9 page 173 that:
…Ibn Abbas never believed that Mut'ah had been abrogated.
Now, according to Ahl as-Sunnah, 'the Sahaba are like the Stars, whichever one you follow shall
suffice as guidance' and 'differences amongst the people are a blessing for the Ummah' We
cited the fact that a group amongst the Sahaba deemed Mut'ah to be halaal, and the fact that
Ibn Abbas never altered his position over Mut'ah being halaal. This serves as clear proof that
Mut'ah is halaal and was never abrogated. Had this been the case then these Sahaba would not
have maintained the stance that it was halaal, and we have the debate between Ibn Abbas and
Ibn Zubayr on the issue. Now, if differences amongst the Ummah are a blessing, hence the
differences between the Sahaba on Mut'ah should also be deemed a blessing. This evidence
destroys the notion of Dr. Salamah that Mut'ah is prostitution or the argument of the Shah in
Taufa Ithna Ashari that it is 'Fasad'. The Ulema of Makka like Ibn Abbas deemed Mut'ah to be
halaal, as did Imams of Ahl'ul Sunnah Malik and Ibn Jurraya (the latter who incidentally
contracted Mut'ah with over 70 women). All these evidences serve as proof that Mut'ah was not
abrogated; if it was then did Ibn Jurraya commit fornication with seventy prostitutes? If so, how
can he still be deemed a reliable narrator for the Ahl'ul Sunnah?

6.8

The misuse of Shi'a Hadeeths on abrogation

The un-named author of Zawaj al Mut'ah cited these two traditions:
un named author states:
The Shia themselves have a hadith narrated by
Ali (r.a.a) which states that the Prophet made
Mut'ah haram on the day of Khayber (Book of
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Tahdeeb: vol. 7, pg. 251, rewaya 10). The author
states that Ali lied for the purposes of Taqiya. In
Book of Istebsar: vol. 3, pg. 142, rewaya 5, there
is a declaration by Ali that Mut'ah is haram. Again
they accuse Ali of lying for Taqiya.

Nasibis quote these two traditions as if they are celebrating Eid, their happiness is on par with
the happiness of their Imam Yazeed when the head of Imam Husayn (as) was brought to him.
To them this great finding destroys the entire Shi'a aqeedah on Mut'ah. Putting aside the fact
that this single hadeeth contradicts tens of thousands of other Shi'a hadeeths on the subject,
there are further problems with this argument:

Reply One - A hadith that has not been verified by a hadith scholar
cannot be relied upon
We read in Ahl as-Sunnah esteemed masterpiece Taufa Ithna Ashari, Chapter 9 page 266
Muthaeen Abu Bakr:
In the eyes of Ahl as-Sunnah, only those hadith are reliable that appear in the
authoritative texts of hadith scholars.
Using this argument, we would point out that both hadith have not been recorded / relied upon
by any authoritative hadith scholar.

Reply Two - Shaykh Tusi rejected both traditions
The author of Tadheeb and Istibsar, Shaykh at-Tusi himself rejected the traditions. In his
commentary of this hadith, the author of Tadheeb commented:
This narration was on account of Taqiyyah, this is in fact the aqeedah of the
opponents of the Shi'a, those with knowledge should be aware that in our Imam's
religion, Mut'ah is Mubah.

Reply Three - The narrators of the Khayber tradition are weak
One of the narrators of this tradition is Muhammad bin Ahmad bin Yahya, and in Khul Sattah it
is recorded that the scholars had graded him to be a weak narrator of traditions. Another
narrator in the chain is Husayn bin Alwan, about whom we read in Rijjal al Kashi and Rijjal al
Kabeer:
"He was a 'Aam' Kufi"
When our hadith scholars grade a person as 'Aam' this means that he was 'common' a Sunni.
The tradition therefore is of no value to us, since it:
1.

Contradicts the Qur'an

2.

Contradicts the words of Maula 'Ali(as)

3.

Contradicts the views of all of our Imams.
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6.9

The tradition wherein the Imam (as) turned his face

Another hadeeth used by the enemies of the Ahl al-bayt (as) is the hadeeth of Imam Baqir (as),
recorded in Tadheeb al Ahkam as follows:
Abdullah bin Ameer came before Imam Baqir (as) and asked a question regarding
Mut'ah, The Imam replied 'Mut'ah is halaal until the Day of Judgement. He [Ibn
Ameer] then asked 'Would you like it if your women / daughters did this?' Upon
hearing this Imam turned away his face.

Reply
The narration fails to prove that Mut'ah is haram, for there is nothing in it to establish that the
Imam (as) turned away his face at the thought of Mut'ah. This is especially obvious since the
Imam (as) himself said it was halaal. It is far more probably that the Imam (as) turned away
his face on account of the disrespect afforded to him by Ibn Ameer.
Let us given an example that will justify the action of our Imam (as):

If a Sunni Shaykh ul Hadith is the father of a young 18 year old daughter, and a poor elderly
man who sweeps the streets for a living poses a question to the esteemed Shaykh: "Can a poor
old man have a Nikah with an 18 year old girl?" The Shaykh shall reply: "Yes, such a Nikah is
sound. No hurdle exists in Islam to prohibit such a union. "If the elderly sweeper's next
question is 'Will you therefore marry your 18 year old daughter to me' will the Shaykh
immediately jump for joy, urge the man to make a formal proposal, or will he turn his face
away for this insulting comment?
Similarly, marrying four wives is Halaal in Islam, yet a son might not like the idea of his mother
becoming someone's third wife after his father dies. That does not mean, that polygamy and a
widow's right to remarry is haraam.

6.10 The tradition wherein the Imam (as) criticised the actions of his
followers
Another hadeeth that Nasibi 'ulama have used is the following from Furu al Kafi, Kitab ul Nikah,
the Imam said about Mut'ah:
'aren't you ashamed of looking at a woman's private part, and then discussing this
with your friends?'

Reply
This Furu al Kafi hadith cited by Enemy of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) [Allamah Wasaya in Hurmut
Mut'ah] is not reliable, if we consult the commentary of al Kafi Meerath al Kul Volume 3 page
482, it is recorded clearly:
"The hadith is Da'eef" - It goes against Sahih hadith and the Qur'an. How can a
hadith deem haram something that the Qur'an has deemed as halaal?
Finally, it does not establish anything about Mut'ah. It only establishes the undesirability of men
talking about their sexual relations with women, even if they have both been with the same
woman. Furthermore, if this hadeeth is to be accepted as a prohibition of Mut'ah, then it means
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that it is haram for any woman to have sex with more than one man in her life. As such,
according to the Sunni logic, if an 18-year old woman marries, and her husband dies two weeks
later, she can never marry again. This is obvious non-sense.

6.11 Conclusion
Dr. Salamah like his fellow Nasibi authors seems to be deeply confused on this issue. On the
one hand he says that the verse 4:24 has nothing to do with Mut'ah, and then he says it is
abrogated. If we follow Dr. Salamah's logic, then we are left in a terrible bind: for if any enemy
of the Ahl al-Bayt (as) is claiming that the verse has no connection with Mut'ah but only with
standard Nikah, then we still must accept that the majority of Sunni 'ulama have declared this
verse to be abrogated. The outcome of the Sunni logic is this: if the verse of Nikah was
abrogated then it means that both permanent and temporary marriage has been abrogated,
meaning that marriage in its entirety is haram.
From this discussion, we are already getting a glimmer of the great confusion amongst the
Sunnis with regards to this verse. Some, such as Dr. Salamah, seem to be saying that it had
nothing to do with Mut'ah; others, such as the vast majority of traditional Sunni 'ulama, say
that it does but it was abrogated. We know that Sunni Islam is fundamentally based upon the
ideal of consensus, and the belief that whatever the Muslim community agrees upon is to be
treated as the Truth from Allah (swt). Yet they seem hopelessly unable to agree on this issue. A
logical and reasonable person would look at this state of affairs and have a great deal of
suspicion: why the confusion about this issue? Why cannot the "saved sect" of Ahl as-Sunnah
wa Al-Jama'ah come to a conclusion about basic Qur'anic Tafsir? In reality, all the arguments
given about Mut'ah evidence an uncoordinated and fumbled attempt to cover up the Qur'anic
truth. Since Mut'ah was not abrogated and has always been halaal, individuals in the Sunni
community have struggled to find a way to justify Mut'ah. They have all attempted to do this
through different means, yet have winded up dramatically contradicting each other in the
process. Since none of the arguments have much weight on their own (neither the argument
that 4:24 has nothing to do with Mut'ah, nor the argument that it was abrogated), the only
rational solution is to dispense with all of these claimants, who have not managed to sort out
even the most basic elements of their belief system.
An everyday example might make this clearer:

a robbery is committed in a neighbourhood store. This community is nearly all white, except for
a single black resident, and the majority of the community is famous for their racism. When the
police come, the store's all-white neighbours accuse this single black resident of the crime.
However, each time the police interview one of these neighbours, they give a different story.
One person says that the black resident walked into the store with a gun; another says that he
drove up to it and came out with a knife; a third says that he used a bat. All of them are
unanimous that the black man robbed it, but none of them agree on even the most obvious of
details. Would a reasonable policeman believe these witnesses? Would he not, instead, assume
that residents were acting on their well-known racist attitudes and accusing the black resident
simply because he was black? Since they are all untied in accusing him, yet all differ as to why
and how he committed the crime, this would be the logical conclusion.
The same is the case with Sunni 'ulama. Most of Sunnism is renowned for its anti-Shi'a bigotry.
We see that all of the Sunni Ummah is united on the belief that Mut'ah is haram, yet every 'alim
who is asked gives a completely different reason, a reason which contradicts the testimony of
all of his other brethren in the Sunni faith. A reasonable person would realise that all of these
claims are invalid, that they are based solely on bigotry rather than religious fact, and that the
testimony and opinions of all these individuals should be rejected out of hand. This is for one
obvious reason: somebody is lying. Somebody is making up hadeeths, or somebody is
misinterpreting the Qur'an intentionally. It is a logical impossibility that all of the Sunni 'ulama
are being honest on this issue, when they are so clearly and categorically contradicting each
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other.
Beyond this, we see that the Sunni objections lack any claim to certitude. Their mutual
contradictions preclude having certainty about any of them. At minimum only one can be
correct, and it is entirely possible that they are all wrong. However, arguments about
abrogation require certainty. It is not enough to merely "think" that something has been
abrogated. To give an example: tragically, some people in the modern world are of the belief
that the obligation for women to wear hijab is basically abrogated. They say that times have
changed, the world is different now, and a hukm from 1400 years ago no longer applies in our
"modern" world. In its essence, this is only an argument about abrogation, since such people
are claiming that something was obligatory but now no longer is. However, such people never
have the slightest amount of evidence to bring in support of their claim except the pathetic
claim that "times have changed," which is meaningless. Such people think that hijab is
abrogated, but they have no certainty other than their own emotions and guilty-conscience in
the face of Western secularists. A true Muslim recognises that such dubious claims as the
abrogation of hijab in the modern era are to be wholly rejected, because there is no certain
proof that it has, only supposition. The same is the case with Sunni arguments about the
abrogation or impermissibility of Mut'ah: we find only supposition, and we do not find a single
Sunni argument that even approaches certainty. Any Muslim with the slightest knowledge of
this subject would realise that the original permissibility of Mut'ah is certain. All the arguments
given about its abrogation are extremely uncertain. Is doubt about abrogation sufficient? Yet
Allah (swt) has said in the Qur'an:
Doubt has nothing over the Truth.
As such, it is not sufficient to think or suspect that Mut'ah is abrogated. In order to say it is
haram, one must have completely certainty. Yet the plethora of Sunni arguments makes
obtaining certainty about any of them impossible. This, combined with the individual paucity of
each of those arguments, leaves us with only one solution: to reject the Sunni claim that Mut'ah
has been abrogated.
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7. The Truth: That 'Umar banned Mut'ah
We have already read the fatwa of Ibn Abbas, where he stated:
Mut'ah was blessing of Allah upon the Ummah of Muhammad and had Umar not
prohibited it the only person to fornicate would be a wretched person.
It has been established that the Qur'an bore witness to the legitimacy of Mut'ah, and that it was
originally halaal. All arguments about other verses abrogating the verse of Mut'ah have proven
invalid. The only argument after this was the belief that the Prophet (s) had abrogated it in his
Sunnah, but this was proven to be impossible: all of the hadeeths dramatically contradict each
other on this issue. It is also well known that a large number of companions, if not the majority
of them, continued to practice Mut'ah after the death of the Prophet (s). The only claim for the
abrogation of Mut'ah which remains, then, is the only claim which is true: that it was
"abrogated" by 'Umar, who of course had no authority to do such a thing. This
acknowledgement is made in Ahl'ul Sunnah's esteemed work al Awail, wherein we read:
"The first to make Mut'ah haraam was 'Umar"
Al Awail
Indeed, the Sahaba deemed Umar to be a liar when it came to this issue. We read in Tafseer
Kabeer p. 41:
"Imam Ali(as) said "Had Umar not banned Mut'ah then the only person to fornicate
would be a wretched person."
Tafseer al-Kabeer, Page 41
We should remember that Abu Ruqayya, the author of one of the silliest articles about Mut'ah,
writes about Razi:
Abu Ruqayya states:
Before we close this research, we refer to the
words of Imam Alfakhr AlRazy in response to
those who claim that 'Umar added the prohibition
of temporary marriage himself. So they declared
him as an apostate and attributed apostasy to all
who did not stop him: "all this is erroneous. All
that is left to say is that temporary marriage was
permitted during the time of the Messenger
(saww.), and I prohibit it with what has been
authenticated with me that the Messenger of
Allah (saww.) prohibited it."

Yet Razi felt no problems narrating this hadeeth of Imam 'Ali (as). We ask the enemies of the
Ahl al-Bayt (as): why do you disregard the words of Imam 'Ali (as), and take the words of Razi
instead? In fact, these words of Imam 'Ali (as) are sufficient to destroy the claims of Radhi and
other of Umar's advocates. We also read in Tafseer Durre Manthur, Volume2 p. 40 that Ibn
Abbas discredited Umar's fatwas on this subject. The companion Jabir bin Abdullah's testimony
refutes the assertion that the verse on Mut'ah was abrogated We read in Zaad al Maad Volume
2 page 205 Dhikr Fatah Makkah:
"Those who claim the verse was abrogated should be asked of the report in Sahih
Muslim wherein the Sahaba Jabir stated in the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) and Abu
Bakr , Mut'ah would be performed by the use of mud and flour and cloth, until Umar
stopped it following the episode Umar bin Harith".
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If Mut'ah was abrogated, then what compelled Jabir to say that is was practised during the
reign of Abu Bakr? If Rasulullah(s) deemed Mut'ah to be abrogated then were the companions
indulging in fornication under the cloak of Mut'ah during Abu Bakr's reign? Was the Prophet (s)
not sufficient to stop this terrible practice?
Ibn Qayyim, the student of Ibn Taymeeya, was also explicit that Mut'ah was not abrogated,
rather that 'Umar stopped it on his own accord. We also read in Zaad al Maad Volume2 page
205 Dhikr Fath Makka:
"there exits two Ahlul Sunnah views on Mut'ah: One says that Umar stopped it.
Rasulullah(s) issued an order to follow the rightly guided khalifas they don't
consider the edicts if Mut'ah being made haram following the victory of Makka on
the authority of Sabra bin Juhani to be Sahih since it was narrated by Abdul Malik
bin Uzai and Ibn Mueen wrote against him and Imam Bukhari despite its need did
not place this tradition in his Sahih Bukhari. If the prohibition on Mut'ah was Sahih
then Imam Bukhari would have definitely recorded it in his Sahih".
It is clear that if Mut'ah's abrogation was Sahih then Jabir would not have opposed Umar, and
that if Rasulullah(s) outlawed it, the Companions would not have practiced it during the reign of
Abu Bakr. Ibn Qayyim makes this point precisely, even though he was well known for his hatred
of the Shi'a. We read in Zaad al Maad Volume2 page 206 Dhikr Fath Makka
"If the hadith of Jabir was sahih then how did ibn Masud remain ignorant of this? If
it was Sahih then why would Umar say that Mut'ah was practised during the lifetime
of the Rasulullah(s), and say: "Now I stop it and shall stone the one who practises
Mut'ah?" If the Abrogation hadith was Sahih then why did people practise Mut'ah
during Abu Bakr's reign, when it is claimed his was like the Khilafath of
Prophethood?"
Suyuti also reports that the verse of Mut'ah was not abrogated, but that this was only done by
'Umar.
Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume2 p. 40
Tafseer Tabari p. part5
We read in Tafseer Durre Manthur.
Hadhrath Hakim was asked if the verse on Mut'ah had been abrogated . He replied
"No, because Ali said if Umar had not banned Mut'ah, then the only person to
fornicate would be a wretched person."
We see that this has been recorded by Suyuti the great 9th century Ahlul Sunnah Scholar. The
Sahaba Imran bin Husain believed that the verse on Mut'ah had not been abrogated either. We
quote from Ahlul Sunnah's authoritative, work Tafseer Ghareeb al Quran p. 6 part 5:
The Sahaba of Rasulullah Imran Ibn Abi Husain said the verse of Mut'ah appeared in
the Book of Allah and no verse descended to abrogate it. Rasulullah(s) gave order
allowing for the practise of Mut'ah and we did Mut'ah in his presence. Rasulullah(s)
dies and till then he did not refrain us from practising it, after him Umar gave his
personal view and banned Mut'ah.
But the greatest testimony to Mut'ah's original permissibility, and to the crime of 'Umar, was
'Umar's own words. In this we can rely on the following authoritative Sunni texts.
Tafseer Kabeer volume 3 p. 97 Al-Nisa
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Kanz al Ummal Volume 8 p. 93 Bab Mut'ah.
Ahkaam al Quran Volume 2 p 182
Al Maudhoorath p. 14
Tafseer al Kabeer, Page 42 & 43
Sharh Muqassid Volume 3 p. 94, Dhikr Muthaeen Umar
Zaad al Maad Volume 2 p 205
Tafseer Qasmi Volume 3 p. 04
Sharh Tajeed p. 08
We read in Kanz al Ummal:
Ibn Qalaba narrates Umar said, 'During the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) there were two
types of Mut'ah, I now prohibit them and shall inflict the punishment of the Zina on
its perpetrators.
We read in Ahkam al Quran:
Umar in a sermon said, during the life of Rasulullah, two Mut'ah's existed, I prohibit
them and shall punish those that do it.
In Sunan Kabeer:
Umar said: "Two Mut'ah's existed during Rasulullah's lifetime Mut'ah of Hajj and
Mut'ah of Nisa and I now prohibit them."
Tafseer al Kabeer, by Imam Fakhr ul-Radhi, Page 42 & 43
We read in Musnad Ahmad Ibn Hanbal Volume 1 p. 12 hadith 369
When Umar become Khalifa he issued a sermon to the people of the Quran is the
same Quran and Rasulullah(s) is the same Rasulullah(s). During the time of
Rasulullah there were two types of Mut'ah, Mut'ah of Hajj and Mut'ah of Nisa.
Here, we see 'Umar openly admitting that what he is doing directly contravenes the order of the
Prophet (s). Shah Abdul Aziz resorts to deception in order to defend 'Umar's blatant act of bid'a.
In Taufa Ithna Ashari, page 11 Bab Umar, al Muhaddith Shah Abdul Aziz stated.
"It can't be proven that Mut'ah during the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) was halaal, all
that is proven is that Mut'ah existed".
In al Maudhourath we read that:
Umar said on the pulpit that Rasulullah(s) allowed you two types of halaal Mut'ah
and I deemed them haram.
We read in Sharh Tajeed page 408 Dhikr Muthaeen Umar:
Umar climbed the pulpit and said during the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) three things
were halaal and now I deem them haram and shall punish those that practise them.
Mut'ah of Nisa, Mut'ah of Hajj and declaring "hayya ala khayril Ammal". Our reply is
that these are not issues that should produce criticisms of Umar since on Mujtahid
can differ with another Mujtahid, on issues, these are differences of Ijtihad and
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cannot be ground to criticise a Mujtahid.
We read in Sharh Muqassid:
Umar acknowledged that Mut'ah was halaal and declared it haram.
Qadhi Yahya also acknowledged Mut'ah was prohibited by Umar NOT Rasulullah(s). This is
proven from Ahl' ul Sunnah's authority work al Maudhooroth Volume 2 page 214 part 12
Yahya Ibn Aktham asked a Shaikh from Basra: "Why do you permit Mut'ah?" He
answered "Due to Umar Ibn al-Khattab". Yahya asked: "How is that? Umar was the
most sever one against it?" He answered: "Yes, it is an authentic narration that
Umar ascended the pulpit and said: 'Allah and His Prophet permitted you two
Mut'ah, but I forbid you on both and will punish those who commit it', so we
accepted the witness of Umar (that Allah and His Prophet permitted it) but we did
not accept his prohibition."
In short, we see that 'Umar never claimed that Mut'ah was abrogated by the Prophet (s). Dr.
Salamah and others, therefore, are contradicting the person they believe to be the greatest of
the companions. The simple fact is this: Allah (swt) allowed Mut'ah, and 'Umar forbid it. Does
this not constitute open apostasy and polytheism?
Only the weakest arguments could be presented for defending such absurd behaviour.
Taftazanee sought to defend Umar, saying that he was a Mujtahid and was therefore entitled to
Ijtihad. This argument is only taking the polytheism of 'Umar one step further, by offering a
general permission to all Mujtahids to contravene the Qur'an and Sunnah. To claim that Ijtihad
may contradict the Qur'an and Sunnah opposes the most fundamental doctrines of Islam,
namely that Allah (swt) is the Lawgiver, and no one has any right to contradict him. To believe
otherwise is to believe all bid'a to be permissible, which is obviously non-sense.
We read in Zaad al Maad Volume 2 p. 05
"The tradition in Muslims on the authority of Jabir we would do Mut'ah via mud,
flour and clay and also practised Mut'ah during the reign of Abu Bakr until the
episode of Umar bin Hareeth when Umar outlawed it and its proven that Umar
declared that w Mut'ah's were halaal during the lifetime of the Rasulullah(s) and I
prohibit them, if those that deem Mut'ah haram were presented with this reply then
how will they reply? People have two views, one is that Umar himself declared it
haram, and that Rasulullah(s) issued an order to follow our khalifa. To rely on the
claim that Mut'ah was deemed haram following the victory Makka is not correct
since this was narrated by Abdul Malik bin Rabi bin Sabra who heard is from his
forefathers, and on this authority Ibn Moeen made his comment that Imam Bukhari
did not reply on him and did not place is in his Sahih even though such a hadith was
needed if this narration was Sahih he would have definitely recorded it. If the
prohibition on Mut'ah is correct then why were Companions practising this during
the khilafath of Abu Bakr when this was the era of the Khalifa of Rasulullah(s)

7.1

Maulana Maudoodi's attempts to defend 'Umar

Sunni scholar Sayyid Abu'l A'la Maudoodi in his Rasail wa Masail Volume 2 page 22 wrote:
The reality is this, of the practices that existed during the jahiliyya, Nikah Mut'ah
was also one, a women would be given a gift, would then be married for a specific
time. The approach of Rasulullah (s) was that he would not deem a practise to be
abrogated, until Allah (swt) revealed a specific order to him, rather he would
maintain silence, or would even permit his adherents to adhere to it subject to
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circumstance, until a Surah was revealed in connection with Mut'ah. In the
beginning he remained silent, but when on travel or Jihad people highlighted their
sexual frustrations, Rasulullah (s) permitted it as an order had not yet been
revealed to Rasulullah (s). When the order cam he outlawed it, but this order did
not reach the ears of all the people, which is why some people due to their
ignorance continued to practise Mut'ah. Finally, Umar in his reign enforced the order
with complete strength.

Reply
If only Maudoodi the great commentator of the Qur'an could elaborate as to when this order
took place? When was it revealed? Which verse was revealed to abolish this practise? Did such
an order only reach the Ummah via the words of Rasulullah (s)? Did Allah (swt) not see the
need to send a verse to put an end to this jahiliyya practise? Maudoodi's claim that the order
had not reached the ears of everyone and hence continued to be practised on account of
ignorance, clearly point to the fact that the prohibition had not occurred in the Qur'an, if it had
then it would have reached all the people.
The more we analyse the arguments of Maudoodi, the more weak his arguments become
evident. Rasulullah (s) passed trough his life, Abu Bakr his entire reign as Khalifa, the people
continued to practise Nikah Mut'ah, it was ultimately left to Umar to put his foot down who
utilised his complete strength to bring this practise to an end. Was there no strength in an
order that had been given by Allah (swt) and his Prophet (s) that would have lead to the
Sahaba to bow to such a prohibition? What strength did Umar possess to enable him to bring
Mut'ah to an end, strength that Allah (swt) and Rasulullah (s) had missing in their itinerary?
These comments of Maudoodi are indeed amazing.

7.2

Maulana Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman's attempts to defend 'Umar

Maulana Waheeed'ud Deen az Zaman Khan is his famous 'Lughut ul Hadeeth" Volume 4, page 9
under the chapter look at the words that begin with the letter "Meem" recorded the memorable
words of Umar as follows, with the defence of the Hanafi scholar straight after:
'Two Mut'ah's, the Mut'ah of Hajj and Nikah Mut'ah were practised during the
lifetime of Rasulullah (s), [Rasulullah (s) deemed both correct] but I make them
both haraam" - These words of Hadhrath Umar do not mean that he was making it
haraam of his own accord, since what is halaal or haraam is limited to the realms of
the Shari'ah not Umar, rather he was stating 'I shall declare the prohibition so as to
dispel any doubts from amongst the people'.

Reply
We would urge our reader to examine the Arabic text carefully, before embracing the defence
of Allamah Khan, wherein the words of Umar are as follows:
'I make them both haraam' - This makes the commentary of Zaman null and void. WE the
Shi'a do indeed believe that the domain of halaal / haraam is the excusive right of Allah (swt)
and his Rasul (s), all are bound, including our Imams, 'Ali (as) through to al Mahdi (as), no one
has the right to deem something haraam of their own accord.
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7.3

Fakhradeen Radhi's attempts to Defend 'Umar

We shall now present the detailed defence of Umar that was presented by his chief advocate,
Fakhradeen Radhi. Since today's modern day Nasibi, the Salafi Cult have a habit of rejecting all
the early scholars by falsely claiming that they were either weak, Mutazzali or Shi'a, we shall set
out the obituary of Radhi to set out his esteemed rank in they eyes of 'actual' Sunnis: We are
quoting verbatim from the Biographical Notes in 'Reliance of the Traveller', Noah (Nuh) Ha Mim
Keller, USA: Sunna Books, 1991 CE, x122 (a) (pp. 1045-6) ]
"Al-Fakhr al-Radhi (w57.2) is Muhammad ibn `Umar ibn al-Hasan ibn al-Husayn,
Abu `Abdullah Fakhr al-Din al-Radhi, born in Rayy, Persia (just south of present-day
Tehran, Iran), in 544/1150. A Shafi`i scholar of genius and a Mujtahid Imam in
tenets of faith, he was among the foremost figures of his time in mastery of the
rational and traditional Islamic sciences, and preserved the religion of Ahl al-Sunna
from the deviations of the Mu`tazilites, Shiites, Anthropomorphist, and other
aberrant sects of his era by authoring a number of brilliant works that came to
enjoy a wide readership among his contemporaries and have remained popular with
scholars to this day. His thirty-two-volume Koranic exegesis Mafatih al-ghayb [The
keys of the unseen] is one of the most famous of his works, though he also wrote on
tenets of belief, heresiology, fundamentals of Islamic law and faith, scholastic
theology, rhetoric, geometry, and poetry in Arabic and Persian, in both of which he
was a preacher of considerable eloquence. His efforts to purify Islam from the
heresies of anthropomorphist reached the point that when unable to answer his
arguments against them, they resorted to writing ugly remarks and insinuations on
scraps of paper and attaching them to the pulpit (Minbar) from which he gave the
Friday sermon. He arrived one day and read one of these, and then spoke to those
present in an impassioned voice, saying: "This piece of paper says that my son does
such and such. If it is true, he is but a youth and I hope he will repent. It also says
that my wife does such and such. If it is true, she is a faithless woman. And it says
that my servant does such and such. Servants are wont to commit every wrong,
except for those Allah protects. But on none of these scraps of paper - and may
Allah be praised -is it written that my son says Allah is a corporeal body, or that he
likens Him to created things, or that my wife believes that, or my servant - So which
of the two groups is closer to guidance?" He travelled to Khawarzim and Khurasan,
and finally to Herat, Afghanistan, where he died in 606/1210 (al-A`lam (y136),
6.313; and Tabaqat al-Shafi`iyya al-kubra (y128), 8.81-89)".
With this esteemed rank in mind, let us now turn to the words of Radhi in Tafseer Kabeer
Volume 3 p. 96:
"Proof of Mut'ah is that Umar declared that this existed in the lifetime of Rasulullah
now I deem it haram. Umar said this in the presence of a large gathering of Sahaba
and at that time no Sahaba objected to his comment. They didn't say Rasulullah had
not prohibited Mut'ah and that you have no right to outlaw it. There are three
possible reasons for this.
It was halaal and the Sahaba adopted hypocrisy by maintaining their silence and this is
batil since it suggests Umar and the Sahaba committed kufr. By deeming a Halal Mut'ah
haram, or as Rasulullah(s) didn't forbid is an act of rebellion and alleged Kufr on Umar. The
silence of the Sahaba, constituted their support for Umar, this is disrespect of the Sahaba
and points to Kufr on their part. It is not acceptable to accept kufr on the point of Umar
and the Sahaba. Its also not acceptable to deem Mut'ah to be halaal.
Sahaba remained silent before Umar because they didn't know whether Mut'ah was
Halal or Haram and they needed to look into the matter. This assertion is also Batil, since
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Mut'ah like Nikah affected daily like hence to suggest the Sahaba had no knowledge on this
issue is unacceptable.
Sahaba remained silent because Mut'ah was haram, Umar stated the same as they
didn't raise their voices since the illegality of Mut'ah was proven.
Verily by prohibiting Mut'ah Umar had referred to his own opinion. The fact is
Mut'ah had been prohibited during the life of Rasulullah(s) and he was likewise
prohibiting it. Self-proclamation would have made it incumbent to deem Umar a
kaffir, and silence of the Sahaba after this, throws up an issue of takfeer against
them".

Reply
The idea that the Companions would have been committing kufr by not openly renouncing
'Umar at that moment is entirely invalid. 'Umar was known for his anger and violence towards
opponents: this was the man who had murdered the daughter of the Holy Prophet (s). If the
Companions present chose not to speak at that moment, then this would have been more than
permissible. Sunni 'ulama have acknowledged that not all matters can be said openly. Imam
Radhi himself writes in Tabaqat fiqh Shafeeya Volume 2 p. 3:
"If its asked why a mater of truth isn't stated openly, out reply is that its not always
possible to state such things openly the poetry of Ghazali on this topic is worthy of
note……….."
Umar himself outlawed Mut'ah, and some people may have remained silent because it was not
appropriate to speak out openly. If these narration's are true, then there is every indication that
the situation at the time could have made many Companions fear for their lives. Furthermore,
their silence could also be understood as a type of passive resistance: they did not speak out to
his face, but we know from many hadeeths that many Companions (such as Ibn 'Abbas)
continued to practice Mut'ah in spite of 'Umar's fatwa. Shah Abdul Aziz in Taufa Ithna Ashari Pt
7 Bab Imamate writes:
Opposing ijma is permissible, silent opposition is also permissible.
In any case, Sunni fiqh most certainly allows silence in the face of bid'a, if one feels that one's
life is threatened, and even allows open statements of disbelief if the situation necessitates it.
We read in Sharh Aqaid Nafsi: page 98 wherein Allamah Sa'dadeen Taftazani wrote a
commentary of the Aqaid of Najeemudeen Umar bin Muhammad Nafsi, in his discussion on the
perfection of Prophet's states:
"It's prohibited to refer to attribute minor and great sins to Prophets, it is permitted
for Prophets to recite kufr in a state of Taqiyyah".
In his commentary of the comments of Nafsi, Taftazani states:
"Some have disallowed Prophets to practise Taqiyyah, such Faadhil Khyaal who asks
those people how Taqiyyah allowed when they have to remove fear. But in some
circumstances this is the order of Allah (swt)".
We have cited the opinion of the Shamsadeen Ahmed bin Musa Khyaal that it is permissible for
Prophets to indulge in open kufr. Certainly, then, if one is allowed to utter open words of
disbelief in a state of Taqiyyah, then how can silence be prohibited? According to Radhi himself,
Prophet Ibrahim (as) recited Kufr in a state of Taqiyyah. We read in Tafseer Kabeer volume 4
page 77:
Copyright © 2002-2004 Answering-Ansar.org. • All Rights Reserved

Page 137 of 171

"When at night Ibrahim saw he stars and said this is my lord. These words are Kufr
and the question arises, how a Prophet would recite such Kufr… The order on
Ibrahim was propagation (Dawah), this was an opportunity to do Dawah and the
temporarily recited this Kufr. His words at that time were the word said in duress.
This proves at a time of necessity it is permissible to recite kufr since the Quran
confirmed when one's heart is firm he can openly recite kufr when danger is clear
reciting kufr is permissible.
Suyuti also said a Prophet can commit kufr by prostrating to other than Allah under duress. He
writes in Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 5 p. 24
"When the Egyptian popularised that Musa killed a man, Musa(as) killed him.
Pharaoh issued an order to 'find Musa, and kill him as he has murdered one of our
people'. As this decision was made, a man came and told Musa- "Its become famous
amongst the want to kill you, you should leave I one giving you good advice" Musa
prayed towards Allah (swt) seeking protection from the tyrants tyranny and then
departed. On route he was a King riding on a horse with a spear. When Musa saw
him he came forward and prostrated before him through fear. The King said 'don not
prostrate before me, I shall point you in direction of Midian and he did just that"
Certainly, many Companions would have reason to be concerned about 'Umar. We read in
Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 96 (Commentary of Al Nisa verse 24):
Umar said whenever someone does Mut'ah send him to me and I shall stone him to
death.
Umar was clearly a ruthless leader, firm on his leadership, he would not tolerate voices of
opposition. When Abu Bakr declared Umar his successor, the Sahaba were so fearful of the
consequences they ran to Abu Bakr and said 'What response will you give to Allah for placing
Umar over us?'
According to Ahl as-Sunnah Prophets can practise kufr under duress, and by the same token
Companions could have also adopted Taqiyyah before Umar when he threatened to kill them.
Sunni 'ulama have acknowledged silence of the Sahaba does not constitute acceptance. We
read in Tabaqat Shafeeya Volume 1 p. 37
"In some circumstances maintaining silence is better than speaking…If is pointed
out why silence is maintained on a matter that is true, it should be pointed out that
the situation means that it is always not appropriate for a scholar to always
something openly."
The concept that silence constitutes acceptance (the principle of taqreer) is only true in respect
of the Infallibles. We read in the authoritative Sunni work Fathul Bari Volume 13 p. 23, Kitab al
Ahkam
"If anyone does or says something before Rasulullah(s), and Rasulullah(s) does not
stop or rebuke the act/words then this serves a proof as to the permissibility of this
act, since Rasulullah(s) was infallible. Others cannot rely on this, as they are not
infallible. Imam Bukhari said, other than Rasulullah, the silence of someone cannot
be advanced as proof"
After this the author, Ibn Hajar Asqalani, states that if a claim contravenes the Quran and
Sunna, then such a claim is false. One should follow the Quran and Sunnah only, and reject
personal opinions. Now, the claim that Umar declared Mut'ah to be haram contradicted the
Quran and Sunnah without any doubt. We have proven that Mut'ah is halaal from the two
sources of Shari'ah, and it is the duty of Muslims to leave the words of Umar and bow their
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heads before the words of Allah(swt) and Rasulullah(s). We have seen that many companions,
such as 'A'isha, Ibn 'Abbas, and Ibn Mas'ud, as well as the Imams 'Ali (as), Hasan (as), and
Husayn (as), all voiced their opposition to Mut'ah, so the claim that the companions were silent
is contradicted by vast hadeeth literature:

7.4

The opposition of Ibn Abbas to Umar's order

Founder of Sipah-e-Sahaba Haq Nawaz Jhangvi sought to apply his false Qiyas as follows:
Haq Nawaz Jhangvi states:
PERHAPS SOME OF THE COMPANIONS LIKE
JABIR, IBN ABBAS AND OTHERS WHO ACTD
UPON MUTA WERE UNAWARE OF ITS
PROHIBITION BY THE PROPHET UNTIL IT WAS
PROCLAIMED BY UMAR.

The comments of Jhangvi here serve as proof that Mut'ah had not been abrogated by the
Qur'an. If it had then famous exegesis of the Qur'an Ibn Abbas, would certainly have known of
it, and would have had no need to rely on Umar's tactical reminder. In relation to Ibn Abbas,
the comments of Jhangvi can be easily refuted for we have a plethora of evidence from the
texts that prove that Ibn Abbas opposed Umar's prohibition on Mut'ah.
We for example learn in Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 2 p. 41 Ayat Mut'ah:
Ibn Abbas said: "Mut'ah was blessing of Allah upon the Ummah of Muhammad and
had Umar not prohibited it the only person to fornicate would be a playboy'
Ibn Abbas' words are a clear opposition to Umar's order and serves as proof that Mut'ah is
halaal until the day of Judgement.
We also read in Zaad al Maad Volume 1 p. 19
"Abdullah Ibn Zubayr said to Ibn Abbas "don't you fear Allah be authorising people
to practise Mut'ah? Ibn Abbas replied "Ask your mother about this matter" Ibn
Zubayr then replied "Abu Bakr and Umar did not practise Mut'ah". Ibn Abbas
replied, "You won't rest, your incorrect words until God reap destruction on you. I
am telling you the order of Rasulullah(s) and your tell me about the words of Abu
Bakr and Umar".
As further evidence we shall rely on the following authentic Sunni sources:
Aniya Sharh Hidaya Volume 3 p. 49 Bab Nikah
Au jaza al Masalik fi Sharh Muwatta Imam Malik Volume 9 p. 04 Bab Mut'ah
Fatwa Qadhi Khan Volume 1 p. 51 Kitab Nikah
Mutwatta, Sharh Durqani Volume 3 p. 54
Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 73 Kitab Nikah
We read in Aniya Sharh:
In the eyes of Ibn Abbas and his Sahaba Mut'ah is permissible.
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We read in Au jaza al Masalik:
In the eyes of Ibn Abbas and his Sahaba Mut'ah is permissible.
We read in Fatwa Qadhi Khan;
Nikah Mut'ah is not Sahih, although there are different views of Imam Malik and Ibn
Abbas on this, they deem Mut'ah to be Sahih.
We read in Muwatta Sharh Durqani:
It is proven that Sahaba such as Jabir, Ibn Abbas and Asma deemed Mut'ah to be
permissible.
We may also quote from the Sunni sources:
Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 95 -ayat Mut'ah
Sunan al Kabeera, Volume 7 p. 05
Fathul Qadeer Shah Hidaya Volume 3 p. 51
Neel al Authar Volume 6 p 153
We read in Neel al Authar:
Saeed bin Jaffer asked Ibn Abbas "What do you say about Mut'ah? The city people
talk about your fatwas on the permissibility of Mut'ah".
In fact, Ibn Abbas invoked the wrath Allah on those opposed to Mut'ah. We read in Zaad al
Maad Volume 1 p. 53-257:
"When people would say to Ibn Abbas you deem Mut'ah to be halaal, whilst Abu
Bakr and Umar prohibited it he would reply "May stones hit you from the sky" I am
telling you about the orders of Rasulullah(s) and your telling me about the orders of
khalifas, Abu Bakr and Umar".
We read in Zaad al Maad Volume 1 p. 57
Urwa said to Ibn Abbas " don't you fear Allah for deeming Mut'ah to be halaal? Ibn
Abbas replied " Go and ask your mother about the issue of Mut'ah" Urwa said "Abu
Bakr and Umar did not practise Mut'ah". Ibn Abbas said "don't I tell you to refrain
talking about such useless thing until the Wrath of Allah falls upon you. I am telling
you about Rasulullah and your telling me about Abu Bakr and Umar.
We read in Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 73:
Ibn Bathol states that the people of Makka and Madina narrated traditions on the
verse of Mut'ah from Ibn Abbas accepted it and one groups amongst the Imams
who believed this and accepted the fatwas of Ibn Abbas.
Other works deal with this subject as well, and as proof we are relying on the following
esteemed Sunni works:
Aqd al Fareed Volume 2 p. 69
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Al Maudhoorath Volume 3 p. 14
Murujh al Dhahab Volume3 p. 0 Dhikr Mu'awiyah Ibn Yazeed
Sharh Ibn al Hadeed Volume 4 p. 75 Dhikr Khabr Ibn Zubayr
Zaad al Maad, Volume 1 p. 57 Dhikr Hajj
We read in Zaad:
"Urwa Ibn Zubayr said to Ibn Abbas don't you fear Allah for deeming Mut'ah to be
Halal? Ibn Abbas said "go and ask your mother about this"
In al Maudhoorath we read:
Abdullah Ibn Zubayr mocked Ibn Abbad for believing that Mut'ah wa halaal, we said
go and ask your mother on how she and your father first used this practise.
Ibn Abbas accused Umar of banning Mut'ah and accused the guilt of all future acts to be on his
head. We are quoting the following classical Sunni texts:
Tafseer Mazhari Volume 2 p. 4, Ayat Mut'ah
Tafseer Qurtubi Volume 5 p. 40
Tafseer Akham al Quran Volume 2 p 147
Neel al Authar Volume 6 p. 53
Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume2 p. 41
Nihaya by Ibn Atheer Volume 2 p. 77
We read in Tafseer Durre Manthur the words of Ibn Abbas:
Mut'ah was a blessing for the people from Allah(swt) and through his banning it,
Umar removed people from this blessing, if Umar had not done this then other than
a playboy, no one else would have reduced themselves to Zina".
The rank of Ibn Abbas amongst the followers of the companions cannot be dismissed, Ibn
Kathir in al-Bidaya Wa al Nihaya" Volume 8 pages 299, 300 praised him as follows:
"Ibn 'Abbas is the most knowledgeable person among the people as to what God
has revealed to Muhammad. Umar Ibn al-Khattab used to say that the interpreter of
the Qur'an is Ibn 'Abbas. He was accustomed to telling him: 'You have acquired a
knowledge which we never received. You are the most expert in the book of God"'
Imam of the Deobandis, Maulana Mohammad Abul Hassan in his commentary of Sahih al
Bukhari, Faizul Bari, Parah 21, Page 125, tows the traditional Sunni line that Umar reinforced
the prohibition on Mut'ah made by Rasulullah (s). Interestingly in the same section he asserts
that Ibn Abbas deemed Mut'ah to be halaal. How is it that a man that 'Umar deemed to be the
greatest expert of the Qur'an, upheld a practise banned by Rasulullah (s)? If Ibn Abbas was
ignorant of this prohibition then clearly the alleged re-enforcement of this edict by Khalifa Umar
should have convinced him, so why didn't it?
Faizul Bari, by Maulana Mohammad Abul Hassan, Parah 21, Page 125
There are only two options:
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1.

Option One: Ibn Abbas was a Munafiq, proven by the fact he deemed Mut'ah halaal,
when Umar made it clear that Rasulullah (s) outlawed it.

2.

Option Two: Ibn Abbas deemed Mut'ah halaal, because was upholding the Sunnah
Rasulullah (s) who revoked it, and he was refusing to be bound by the personal stance of
Umar.

Clearly option one is unacceptable, this would destroy the character and rank of a leading
Sahaba of the Prophet (s), worse it in effect renders him an apostate. Option Two clearly is the
correct one, Ibn Abbas was upholding the Sunnah of Rasulullah (s) not the Sunnah of Umar ibn
al Khattab.

7.5

Refuting the claim that Ibn Abbas changed his position on
Mut'ah

In the deeply moving article Zawaaj al Mut'ah:
article Zawaaj al Muta states:
Ninety-nine percent of the companions followed
this opinion, but there was one percent who
believed Mut'ah can be performed in extreme
case of necessity in the land of war. This one
percent is divided into two groups. One says, it is
allowed with the Caliph's permission, and the
other says there is no need for the permission .
Those who do not believe in Caliph's permission
say that it was Umar who made it haram. Their
proof is based upon an opinion by a companion
namely Ibn Abbas. People misused this opinion of
Ibn Abbas until he clarified himself and said,
Wallahi I did not mean what they did! I meant
similarly to what Allah meant when he allowed
the meat of dead animals and pork to be eaten in
extreme necessity. This is referring to the time
when people abused the rule of necessity at time
of Umar, following the understanding of the one
percent.

Reply One - The Sahih Sita confirm that Ibn Abbas deemed Mut'ah
halaal.
As proof we can cite:
Sahih Bukhari, Arabic-English, v7, Hadith #51
Sahih Muslim, English version, v2, chapter DXLI (titled: Temporary Marriage), Tradition
#3261
Sahih Muslim Sharh Nawawi Volume 1 p. 52
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Sunan Kabeera Volume 7 p 215 Kitab Nikah
Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 2 p. 41
We read in Sahih Bukhari:
"Narrated Abu Jamra: I heard Ibn Abbas (giving a verdict) when he was asked
about the Mut'ah with the women, and he permitted it (Nikah al-Mut'ah). On that a
freed slave of his said to him, "That is only when it is very badly needed and
(qualified permanent) women are scarce, or similar cases." On that, Ibn Abbas said,
"Yes."
It is interesting to note that Abu Ruqayya cites no reference whatsoever and falsely attributes
this saying to Ibn Abbas! Pork and dead animals CAN be eaten in times of necessity but such
meat remains haraam, but in the case of Mut'ah we know that it was made permissible by
Divine decree as is proved by verse 24 of Surat Nisa [confirmed by Ibn Abbas], similarly the
tradition of Bukhari demonstrates that Ibn Abbas issued a fatwa that Mut'ah was permissible.
Even if we were to accept the argument of necessity, this is open to interpretation and can
arise in all manner of circumstances, e.g. an overseas student may need to do Mut'ah as this is
the only means to control his sexual desire. If the Nasibi is using Qiyas to suggest that the
Sahaba only deemed Mut'ah to be used in times of need, perhaps she could explain at the
Victory of Makka as the annals of history attest that Muslims performed pilgrimage together
with their wives. Hence, there was no extraordinary need for Mut'ah.
Ibn Hanbal in his Musnad Volume 5 page 228 records:
Ibn Abbas narrated "Rasulullah (s) gave us the order to practise Mut'ah, it existed,
Urwah ibn Zubayr said, 'Abu Bakr and Umar stopped this', Ibn Abbas responded
saying 'I'm telling you what Rasulullah (s) deemed halaal and you're telling me
what Abu Bakr and 'Umar did, I see that you shall be destroyed".
Musnad Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, Volume 5, Page 228
If Ibn Abbas held a position that Mut'ah had been prohibited by Rasulullah (s), then why was
Ibn Abbas stating that Rasulullah (s) ordered this practise, deeming it halaal?
We read in Sahih Muslim
"Urwa Ibn Zubair reported that Abdullah Ibn Zubair stood up (and delivered an
address) in Mecca saying: Allah has made blind the hearts of some people as he has
deprived them of eyesight that they give religious verdict in favour of temporary
marriage, while he was alluding to a person (Ibn Abbas). Ibn Abbas called him and
said: You are a rude person and devoid of sense. By my life, Mut'ah was practised
during the lifetime of the leader of pious (he meant Allah's Messenger, may peace
be upon him), and Ibn Zubair said to him: Just do it yourself, and by Allah, if you do
that I will stone you with your stones".
Two things are established from this tradition:
Ibn Zubayr was alluding to the fact that Ibn Abbas was blind. Ibn Abbas became blind
towards the end of his life and yet he still maintained the position that Mut'ah was halaal
even in his last days.
The threat of Ibn Zubayr to inflict a penalty proves that his order came at a time when
he had the clout to inflict such an act, namely when he attained brief power during the
Khilafath of Yazeed. This serves as a major proof on the lawfulness of Mut'ah, since the
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brief reign of Ibn Zubayr was well after Abu Bakr, Umar and Uthman. The view of Ibn
Abbas. is clear evidence that he believed its banning to be of Umar's own violation and not
the word of Rasulullah(s), if we are wrong in our assertion then why the objection of Ibn
Zubayr? There would be no reason for a dispute if Ibn Abbas believed, like Ibn Zubayr, that
Mut'ah was haram.
As such, there can be no doubt that Ibn 'Abbas maintained this opinion until his death. If Nasibi
are still going top reject our argument then allow us to cite another tradition that was quoted
by Nawawi in Sharh Muslim Volume 4 page 20:
Hadhrath Abdullah ibn Abbas died in 68 Hijri and became blind towards the end of
his life. On one occasion Ibn Zubayr sought to mock him in a gathering by stating
'some people's hearts are blind like their eyes, since they deem Mut'ah to be
permissible, Ibn Abbas immediately spoke saying 'I saw the Imam of the
Praiseworthy, Rasulullah (s) with my own eyes, giving the permissibility to practise
Mut'ah'.
We appeal to justice, Ibn Abbas lived almost 57 years after the Prophet (s), and lost his
eyesight in his final years, a time when he refuted the comments of Ibn Zubayr, so even then
he upheld the validity of Mut'ah, this destroys any notion that he had revoked his position
practising Nikah Mut'ah.
Many Sunni hadeeths attest to this fact.
Advocates of Sahaba may believe that Ibn Abbas corrected his stance/clarified any
misconceptions, but he maintained this stand openly defending his stand before Ibn Zubayr's
protestations and his mocking him to consult his mother on the its legitimacy serves as ample
proof that Ibn Abbas deemed the prohibition on Mut'ah to be wrong and placed the blame
squarely at the door of Umar.
This tradition destroys another magnificent argument that had been advanced in 'The
unlawfulness of Mut'ah' by Maulana Mufti Muhammad Shafi:
Mufti Muhammad Shafi states:
However, there are some of those who claim that
Sayyidina Abdullah ibn 'Abbas, radiyallahu 'anhu,
believed in the lawfulness of Mut'ah right up to
his later years, although this is not so. Hadrath
Imam Tirmidhi (rahmatullahi 'alaihi), devoting a
chapter to Mut'ah, has reported two Ahadith. The
first one is as follows:.
Hadrath Ali ibn Abi Talib (radiyallahu 'anhu)
reports that the Holy Nabi, sallallahu 'alaihi wa
sallam, on the occasion of the battle of Khyber,
prohibited Mut'ah with women and from (eating)
the meat of domestic donkeys.
This Hadith-e-Sharif appears in Sahih al-Bukhari
and Sahih Muslim as well. The second Hadith
reported by Hadrath Imam al-Tirmidhi is given
below:
Hadrath Ibn Abbas (radiyallahu 'anhu) says:
Mut'ah was there only in the early period of alIslam until the Ayat-Illaa 'alaa azwaajihim awmaa
malakat aymaanuhum-was revealed. Then, he
said: All private parts other that these are
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unlawful (that is other than those of the legally
wedded wife and the bondwoman one may come
to have).
Nevertheless, this much has to be said that
Sayyidina Ibn 'Abbas radiyallahu 'anhu) took
Mut'ah to be permissible upon a certain time.
Then, it was on the good counsel of Sayyidina Ali,
radiyallahu 'anhu (as in Sahih Muslim, volume 1,
p. 452) and under the chastening impact of the
noble Ayat-Illaa 'alaa azwaajihim awmaa malakat
aymaanuhum-that he revoked his earlier position,
as indicated in the narration from Imam Tirmidhi

If the alleged counsel of Imam 'Ali (as) was indeed correct (that Mut'ah was made haraam at
Khayber) how did Ibn Abbas still believe that Mut'ah was halaal during the reign of Ibn Zubayr?
Was he a hypocrite who knowing that Mut'ah was haraam still advocated an act that today's
Nasibi deem prostitution? Moreover to suggest that Ibn Abbas changed his view of Mut'ah due
to the 'chastening impact of the noble Ayat-Illaa 'alaa azwaajihim awmaa malakat aymaanuhum
is indeed amusing, since the tradition from Tirmidhi includes the alleged testimony of Ibn
Abbas, that 'Mut'ah was there only in the early period of al-Islam'. This is clearly false because
this verse cited (Surah Mara'aij) was Makkan and the practise of Mut'ah continued well after the
Hijrah, and according to Ahl as-Sunnah traditions was revoked at the time of the Victory of
Makka in the 8th Hijri! Moreover (as we have already proven in the previous chapter) the verse
that 'changed' the view of Ibn Abbas (as we have already discussed) before the verse on
Mut'ah and Ibn Abbas would recite verse 24 of Nisa with the additional word 'for a prescribed
period' to confirm that the verse was about Mut'ah!

Reply Two - Ibn Abbas rejected Umar's prohibition on Mut'ah during
his lifetime
We are quoting from:
Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 73
Sharh Hidaya Volume 3 p. 51
Jaza al Masalik Sharh Muwatta Imam Malik Volume 9 p. 04
Mirqat Sharh Mishkat Volume 6 p. 20 Dhikr Mut'ah
Insaan al Haywaan Volume 2 p. 52 Dhikr Mut'ah
Neel al Authar Volume 6 P. 51, Bab al Nikah:
Fathul Qadeer, Sharh Hidaya Volume 3 p. 51
Ibn Katheer writes:
The fatwa of Ibn Abbas on the permissibility of Mut'ah was never revoked by him.
We read in Fathul Bari:
"On Mut'ah's prohibition comments of Ibn Abbas have a weak chain. Whilst his
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fatwa on Mut'ah's permissibility is more Sahih".
We read in Mirqat Sharh Mishkaat:
"Ibn Zubayr mocked Ibn Abbas for issuing a fatwa on Mut'ah's permissibility and
this event happened after the death of 'Ali, during the Khilafath of Ibn Zubayr and
this proves that Ibn Abbas believed in the permissibility of Mut'ah until his dying
days"
We read in Fathul Qadeer
"Ibn Abbas position on the permissibility of Mut'ah until his last day is proven".
In Rasal wa Masail Volume 3 pages 53-54:Imam of the Pakistani Wahabi's Maulana Sayyid Abu'l
A'lal Maudoodi was asked whether Ibn Abbas revoked his position on Mut'ah by one of his
Wahabi supporters and this was his answer:
The comments of the people of knowledge in connection with this are before me,
and it is true that differences exist chapter those traditions that I have noted do not
prove that Ibn Abbas had deemed his opinion to wrong, rather it would suggest that
he had only issued edicts in its support…
In Fathul Bari, Allamah Ibn Hajr noted these comments from Makkan narrators:
'The people of Makka noted the Fatwa of Ibn Abbas, on the permissibility to practise
Mut'ah, although there are also calls wherein he revoked this position, but these
chains are weak, whilst Sahih tradition purport that he deemed it permissible' later
Ibn Hajr admits that there are differences over whether he revoked it.

7.6

The Sahaba of Abdullah bin Abbas deemed Mut'ah to be Halal

As evidence we shall cite the following Sunni texts:
Fathul Bari , Sharh Bukhari Volume9 p. 72 Bab Nikah
Umdah Thul Qari Fi Sharh Bukhari Volume 8 p. 10 Bon Ghazwa Khyber"
Au Jaza al Masalik Volume 9 p. 04
Neel al Authar Volume6 p. 533 Dhikr Mut'ah
Sharh Dhurqani, Muwatta Imam Malik Volume 3 p. 54
Tafseer Khazan Volume 1 page 423
Allamah Bayghawi in Tafseer Khazan states:
Abdullah ibn Abbas said that the verse on Mut'ah had not been abrogated and he
gave permission to practice Nikah Mut'ah
We read in Fathul Bari:
Those Sahaba of Ibn Abbas from Makka and Mina, remained firm on the position
that Mut'ah was Mubah (permissible), and Ibn Jazm states those people remained
firm on the positions that Mut'ah was halaal after the death of Rasulullah(s) were
Abdullah bin Masud, Mu'awiya, Abu Saeed, Ibn Abbas.
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We read in Sharh Dhurqani:
"The Sahaba of Ibn Abbas from Makka and Min deemed Mut'ah to be halaal,
according to Allamah Ibn Abdur Barr"
Neel al Authar states:
"Those individuals that deem Mut'ah halaal were Taus, Ata bin Abi Rabeh and Saeed
bin Jabeer"
Qadhi Thanaullah Panee Pathee in his Tafseer Mazhari, Volume 3, Page 19 makes this
comment:
"Ibn Hajr Asqalani cites those Tabieen that gave Fatwas on Mut'ah being halaal,
they were Ibn Jurraya, Tawoos, 'Ataa', the students of Ibn Abbas, Sa'eed bin Jubair
and the Fuqaha of Makka."
Tafseer Mazhari, Volume 3, Page 19
Ibn Taymeeya quotes the comments of Ibn Hazm:
"Among the Successors of the Companions, Tawoos, Sa'eed bin Jubair, 'Ataa', and
the rest of the Makkan jurists believed in its permissibility."

Ibn Taymiyya al-Harrani, al-Muntaqaa min Akhbaar al-Mustafa, edited by Muhammad Hamid alFaqqi, 2 volumes, Cairo: al-Maktabat al-Tijariyya, 1931 edition, volume 2, page 520

These students of Ibn 'Abbas were all given a very high rank by the Sunni 'ulama. We shall
present some facts about these great individuals.
Tawoos bin Kaysaan, Died in 106 hijrah:
He was a highly reliable hadeeth narrator and Prophetic traditions from him are recorded by
Imams Bukhari, Muslim, al-Tirmidhi, al-Nasa'i, Abu Dawood, Ibn Maja, Imam Ahmad bin
Hanbal.
- Tawoos narrates 85 traditions in Sahih Bukhari and 78 in Sahih Muslim.
Sa'eed bin Jubair,Died in 94 or 95 hijrah:
He was a highly reliable hadeeth narrator and Prophetic traditions from him are recorded by
Imams Bukhari, Muslim, al-Tirmidhi, al-Nasa'i, Abu Dawood, Ibn Maja, Imam Ahmad bin
Hanbal, and Imam Maalik bin Anas.
Sa'eed narrates 147 traditions in Sahih Bukhari and 78 in Sahih Muslim.
'Ataa bin Abi Rabaah, Died in 114 or 115 hijrah:
He was a highly reliable hadeeth narrator and Prophetic traditions from him are recorded by
Imams Bukhari, Muslim, al-Tirmidhi, al-Nasa'i, Abu Dawood, Ibn Maja, and Imam Ahmad bin
Hanbal.
'Ataa narrates over 100 traditions in each of Sahih Bukhari and Sahih Muslim.
We invite those with open minds to consult the taraajim (biographical notices) in the rijaal
books for each of these 3 towering personalities and the glowing tributes paid to them by the
likes of al-Dhahabi, Ibn Hajar al-'Asqalani, and in particular al-Mizzi's Tahdheeb al-Kamal. Use
the index to locate the individuals.
Now that we have made reference to the esteemed rank of these three personalities let us now
analyse the magnificent statements of Abu Ruqayya:
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Abu Ruqayya states:
Temporary marriage - i.e., Mut'ah marriage - was
permitted at the beginning of Islam, then it was
abrogated and became haraam until the Day of
Judgement.

Were Sa'eed, Tawoos, and 'Ataa advocating haraam sexual relations? Or was it a valid
difference of understanding from the sources (Ijtihad) as legal scholars frequently have in many
areas?
Abu Ruqayya states:
On these grounds, Mut'ah marriage is considered
to be zina (adultery or fornication), even if both
parties consent to it, and even if it lasts for a long
time, and even if the man pays the woman a
mahr. There is nothing that has been reported in
Shari'ah that shows that it may be permitted,
apart from the brief period when it was allowed
during the year of the conquest of Makkah.

Were Sa'eed, Tawoos, and 'Ataa advocating zina? Or was it a valid difference of understanding
from the sources (Ijtihad) as legal scholars frequently have in many areas? According to the
quoted statement you imply that even many Companions were, na'oodhubillah, involved in zina
(see the plethora of traditions which show Companions were involved in Mut'ah after he demise
of the Prophet (s) - some of these have been quoted earlier). The enmity against the Shi'a
makes people blind to what they say and who else they implicate!
Abu Ruqayya states:
As temporary marriage was a custom amongst
Arabs in the days of ignorance, it would not have
been wise to forbid it except gradually, as is the
manner of Islam in removing pre-Islamic customs
which were contrary to the interests of people.

Were Sa'eed, Tawoos, and 'Ataa from the days of the jahiliyya, or were they from the
generation who saw, met the Companions and obtained their religious knowledge from them decades after the Islamic Shari'a had taken its final form? It is clear they were from the latter
and still proponents of Mut'ah. So was it a valid difference of understanding from the sources
(Ijtihad) as legal scholars frequently have in many areas?
Abu Ruqayya states:
It is well established that temporary marriage
does not agree with the interests of people
because it causes loss to the offspring, uses
women for fulfilment of the lusts of men, and
belittles the value of a woman whom Allah has
honoured. So temporary marriage was forbidden.

Now who would tell Sa'eed, Tawoos, and 'Ataa who obviously thought that was NOT the case.
And what about the noble Companion of the Prophet (s), Jabir al-Ansaari, who himself admitted
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to holding Mut'ah permissible till the end of caliphate of 'Umar (see evidence supplied earlier in
this article)? And you say we insult the Companions?
Abu Ruqayya states:
There is no doubt that contemplation in this brief
message will find in it convincing proof that
temporary marriage is prohibited for those who
believe in Allah and are free from blind loyalty.

Did Sa'eed, Tawoos, and 'Ataa believe in Allah and were they free from blind loyalty? Why did
this 'convincing proof' not come to the notice of Ata'a, Tawoos and Sa'eed? Does Abu Ruqqaya
possess greater knowledge than these three Tabaeen / Fuquha? Why did these reliable scholars
of hadith - from whom Bukhari and Muslim narrate and believe that Mut'ah was valid decades
after these Companions had passed away?
We appeal to those with open minds, if (according to Ahl as-Sunnah) all the Sahaba are stars of
guidance for the Ummah, and difference amongst the 'ulama is a blessing, and that every
scholar issues a correct fatwa, then we appeal for justice before our Muslim brothers. If Ibn
Abbas and his Sahaba and Tabieen can be deemed as Islamic scholars, then we see that they
all ruled in favour of Mut'ah. Why is it impermissible to follow these stars of guidance, and
obligatory to follow 'Umar? This question becomes even more difficult to answer when we see
how 'Umar's fatwa completely contradicts the Qur'an and Sunnah.

7.7

The opposition of Imran bin Husain to Umar's order

Imran bin Husain also opposed Umar's view and this is proven from Sahih Bukhari Volume 2
page 375 (Arabic edition), and in Sahih al Bukhari Arabic-English, v6, Hadith number 43:
"The Verse of Mut'ah was revealed in Allah's Book, so we did it at the time of Allah's
Apostle, and nothing was revealed in Quran to make it illegal, nor did the Prophet
prohibit it till he died. But a man (who regarded it illegal) expressed what his own
mind suggested".

Note: For the above Hadith, the Saudi translator of Sahih al-Bukhari (Muhammad Muhsin
Khan) has changed the word "Mut'ah" to "Hajj-at-Tamatu". This is while in the Arabic text of
the Hadith of al-Bukhari which is beside the English text, the word "Mut'ah" has been used
alone.
Hadeeths stating 'Imran's belief in the permissibility of Mut'ah are many:
Tafseer al-Kabeer, Page 44
Tafseer Ghareeb al Quran Volume3 p.
An jaz al Masalik, fi Sharh Muwatta Imam Malik Volume9 p. 04
Tafseer la'b Hayoon V3 p. 18
Zaad al Maad Volume 1 p. 52
Sahih al Bukhari Volume 6 p. 7 Kitab Tafseer
Fathul Bari Volume 8 p. 86 Kitab Tafseer
Sahih Muslim Volume 1 p. 74 Kitab Hajj
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Tafseer Qurtubi Volume 5 p. 33, Ayat Mut'ah
We read in Tafseer Qurtubi, citing the comments of Abu Bakr Tusi
"On Nikah Mut'ah, Abdullah Ibn Abbas and Imran bin Husain permitted it and some
Sahaba and Ahl'ul bayt commented on its permissibility"
Imran condemned Umar by issuing a fatwa on the permissibility of Mut'ah. We read in Tafseer
Kabeer:
"Mut'ah was revealed in the Quran and no verse was revealed after it, abrogating it.
We practised Mut'ah during the life of Rasulullah, he never prohibited until he died.
Then a man gave his own opinion, [the narrator comments] by this he was referring
to 'Umar. [Radhis comments] Those who believe in the legitimacy of Mut'ah
advance this as proof".
Tafseer al-Kabeer, Page 44
We also read the testimony of Imran bin Husain in Sahih al Bukhari Arabic-English, v6, Hadith
number 43 :
"The Verse of Mut'ah was revealed in Allah's Book, so we did it at the time of Allah's
Apostle, and nothing was revealed in Quran to make it illegal, nor did the Prophet
prohibit it till he died. But a man (who regarded it illegal) expressed what his own
mind suggested".
We read in Tafseer Thalabi as quoted in Tashdeed al Muthaeen page 1139:
Mut'ah was revealed in the Quran and no verse was revealed after it, abrogating it.
We practised Mut'ah during the life of Rasulullah, he never prohibited until he died,
one person prohibited it based on his own view
After this, Thalabi states:
"On Nikah of Mut'ah, Imran bin Husain, Ibn Abbas and a group amongst the Ahl'ul
bayt and Sahaba deemed it halaal".
Thalabi is no ordinary scholar he was awarded a high rank by the Sunni 'ulama. In Tabaqat al
Kubra of Volume 3 page23 the appraisal of Thalabi is as follows:
"Allamah Thalabi was the greatest scholar of his time with regards to knowledge of
the Quran and Imam of Ahl'ul Sunnah, Abu Qasim al Qurshree commented " I saw
Allah (swt) in a dream, I was conversing with Him and vice verse, during our
conversation, Allah (swt) said ' a pious man is coming, I looked and Ahmad bin
Thalabi was coming towards us"

7.8

Asma Binte Abu Bakr's opposition to Umar

We read in Musnad Abu Darda p. 27
Muslim Qurshee states we asked Asma binte Abu Bakr about Mut'ah with women
and she said during the life of Rasulallah(as) we ourselves did Mut'ah.
Asma openly opposed her uncle Umar on the issue of Mut'ah. Had it been abrogated she would
have mentioned it, but her failure to comment proves she still deemed it to be halaal.
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7.9

Imran Bin Sawadah's opposition to Umar

We read in History of al-Tabari, English version, v14, pp 139-140
Imran Ibn Sawadah reported: "I went to Umar's house and told him that I want to
give him some advice. His reply was, "The person giving good advice is welcomed
anytime." I said, "Your community finds fault with you on four accounts." Umar put
the top of his whip in his beard and the lower part on his thigh. Then he said, "Tell
me more." I continued, "It has been mentioned that you declared the lesser
pilgrimage forbidden during the months of pilgrimage..." He answered, "It is
permitted. (But the reason that I forbade it was that) if they were to perform the
lesser pilgrimage during the months of the pilgrimage, they would regard it as being
a lieu of the full pilgrimage, and (Mecca) would be celebrated by no one, although it
is part of God's greatness. You are right." I continued, "It is also said that you have
forbidden temporary marriage, although it was a license given by God. We enjoy a
temporary marriage for a handful (of dates), and we can separate after three
nights." He replied, "The Messenger of God permitted it at the time of necessary.
Then people regained their life of comfort. I do not know any Muslim who has
practised this or gone back to it (after I forbade). Now, anyone who wishes to, can
marry for a handful (of dates) and separate after three nights. You are right." I
continued, "You emancipate a slave girl if she gives birth, without her master's
(consenting to) the emancipation... (and the fourth complain is) There have been
some complaints of your raising your voice against your subjects and your
addressing them harshly." ... This narration clearly separates truth from falsehood.
History of al-Tabari, English version, Volume 14, pp 139 & 140
Umar states that people can engage in Temporary Marriage again. Interesting to
see that the one who was talking to Umar, says that you forbade it but we still
ENJOY this type of marriage! He uses the word "enjoy" and not "enjoyed" meaning
that what is important to us is Allah's command and not Umar's, and thus we still do
it. He also mentioned that Temporary Marriage is licensed by Allah and people are
unhappy about this innovation of Umar.
It is interesting to note that Umar never attributed the prohibition of Mut'ah to the Prophet (s).
They were others who did that after his death, mainly to justify what Umar did which was also
being enforced in the reign of Uthman. Umar clearly mentioned that: "Mut'ah was permitted at
the time of the Prophet and I prohibit it!" If it was really the Prophet (s) who cancelled Mut'ah,
Umar would have said: The two Mut'ah were Halal and then became Haram at the time of the
Prophet, and I am informing you about the second law set by the Prophet which cancelled the
first.

7.10 The Sahaba Jabir bin Abdullah deemed Mut'ah to be halaal
We are relying from the following Sunni sources.
Sahih Muslim, Bab ul Nikah, book 008, number 2349:
Kanz al Ummal Volume 8 page 293 Bab Nikah Mut'ah
Neel al Authar Volume 6 page 153 Bab Nikah Mut'ah
Sharh Muwatta by Dhurqani Volume 3 page 154
Al Jaza al Masalik fi Sharh Muwatta Imam Malik Volume 3 page 154
Fathul Bari Volume 7 page 172 Kitab Nikah
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Sunan al Kabeera Volume 7 page 206 Kitab Nikah
We read in Sahih Muslim:
Jabir bin Abdullah reported: 'We contracted temporary marriage giving a handful of
flour as dower, during the life time of Allah's messenger (P) and during the lifetime
of Abu Bakr until Umar forbade it and the case of "Amr Bin Harith"
We read in Zaad al Maad Volume 2 p. 05:
"What can we say about the narration of Jabir in Muslim, where he states that
during the life of Rasulullah(s) and Abu Bakr we would do Mut'ah for certain day
using dough, cloth, until Umar stopped it. What are you going to say about this
decision?" Umar, stated that during the lifetime of the Rasulullah (s) two types of
Mut'ah existed, Mut'ah of Hajj and Mut'ah of Nisa, and now I prohibit them. People
will want answers, on Mut'ah there will be two answers. That Umar banned it and
Rasulullah (s) ordered us to adhere to the Sunnah of the Khalifas.
We read in Musnad:
"Abu Nadra said to Jabir bin Abdullah 'Ibn Zubayr prohibits Mut'ah whilst Ibn Abbas
allows it. He [Jabir] replied 'The order of Rasulullah (s) is before us, we performed
Mut'ah with Rasulullah (s). Affan said 'We practised this during the reign of Abu
Bakr, and when 'Umar became Khalifa he gave a Sermon 'The Qur'an is the Qur'an,
and the Prophet is the Prophet, two Mut'ah's existed during the life of the Prophet,
Mut'ah of Hajj and Mut'ah with women"
Masnad Imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, Volume 1, Page 437
Allamah Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman in 'Lughuth al Hadeeth' Volume 4 page 10, Chapter 'Meem"
recorded:
Jabir ibn Abdullah narrates that during the life of Rasulullah (s) and reign of Abu
Bakr Siddique and the early reign of Umar, we continually practised Mut'ah, until
someone did something subject to his own opinion [This means that Umar
prohibited it].

7.11 The comments of Imam Bayhaqi on Jabir deeming Mut'ah to be
halaal.
We read in Sunan al Kabeera Volume 7 p. 06:
"Imam of Ahlul Sunnah Abu Bakr narrates, Jabir was asked, Ibn Zubayr tells people
to refrain from Mut'ah, whilst Ibn Abbas says it is permissible. Jabir replied "we
practised Mut'ah during the lifetime of Rasulullah(s) and Abu Bakr. When Umar
became khalifa he delivered a sermon "Rasulullah(s) and the Quran have not
changed, during the life of Rasulullah(s) there were two types of Mut'ah, I ban them
and shall punish one who breaks this, one is Mut'ah with women, and I shall stone
anyone who does this, the other is Mut'ah of Hajj".
Here, Jabir admits Mut'ah was practised during Abu Bakr's reign. If Rasulullah(s) banned Mut'ah
then why were Sahaba still indulging in this haram act during Abu Bakr's reign.? Jabir's
testimony is clear proof that Mut'ah was not abrogated by Rasulullah(s), and that 'Umar's act
was a clear innovation in Islam.
Muslim's narration on the permissibility of Mut'ah by Jabir the Sahaba has shakes the root of
the Sunni religion:
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We read in Sahih Muslim Book 008, Number 3248, Bab ul Nikah:
Ibn Uraij reported: 'Ati' reported that Jabir b. Abdullah came to perform 'Umra, and
we came to his abode, and the people asked him about different things, and then
they made a mention of temporary marriage, whereupon he said: Yes, we had been
benefiting ourselves by this temporary marriage during the lifetime of the Holy
Prophet (may peace be upon him) and during the time of 'Abu Bakr and 'Umar.
In Tadheeb al Itidal, Asqalani states clearly that Ati' was born, two years before Uthman's reign
come to an end. This proves that long after Umar's death, Jabir continued to maintain his
position on the permissibility of Mut'ah and had now knowledge of its abrogation. On the
contrary he made it clear that this was practised during the lifetime of Rasulullah(s), Abu Bakr
and Umar. So if Mut'ah is Zina, were the Sahaba indulging in Zina during these golden ages?

7.12 Umar's debate with a Muslim on Mut'ah
We read in Kanz al Ummal Volume 8 p. 94 Dhikr Mut'ah:
The son of Abi Khaysha, Abdullah who was born during Umar's reign he was a
famous pimp and would arrange Mut'ah for the people. He said "A man came from
Syria and said the route has become difficult, arrange a women for me. I arrange for
a women to do Mut'ah with him. He stayed with the women for 7 nights, and then
left. Umar received information. He summoned him and asked him, the pimp relayed
the entire event back to him. Umar said when the man returned, then let me know.
When the man returned, he was presented before Umar. Umar asked "why did you
do Mut'ah?" He replied " We were performing Mut'ah during the lifetime of
Rasulullah(s), and he never prohibited it until the time of his death. I also practised
Mut'ah during the time of Abu Bakr and he never prohibited it until the time of his
death, I also practised Mut'ah during your reign and you did not prohibit it. Umar
said: "If I stopped you before then today I would have stoned you."

7.13 Mu'awiya practised Mut'ah after the death of Rasulullah(s)
We shall cite the following authentic Sunni sources as proof:
Fathul Bari, Volume 8 p. 74 Bab Nikah Mut'ah
Sharh Dhurqani (commentary of Muwatta) Volume3 p. 53, Mut'ah
Al Jaza al Masalik, Sharh Muwatta, Volume 9 p. 03, Mut'ah
Neel al Authar Volume 6 page 153 Mut'ah
Musanaf Abdul Razaq Volume 7 p 499.
We read in al Jaza al Masalik:
"Ibn Jazim, states those people that deemed Mut'ah, Mubah (permissible) after
Rasulullah were amongst the Sahaba, Abdullah bin Masud, Mu'awiya, Abu Saeed Al
Khudri, Abdullah ibn Abbas, Salma, Mubid Umayya bin Khulafa's son, Jabir bin
Abdullah Ansari, Umro bin Harees".
We read in Neel al Authar:
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"Those Sahaba who deemed Mut'ah halaal after Rasulullah, were these seven, Asma
binte Abu Bakr, Mu'awiya, Jabir bin Abbas, Umra bin Harees, Salmah's two sons,
Umayya bin Khulafa".
The above individuals, all highly esteemed in the Sunni faith, deemed Mut'ah to be halaal after
the death of Rasulullah(s).
If it was haram and is Zina, then why did the site in law of Rasulullah (s) practise it? And then
we have the beloved Imam of Enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt (as), fifth Imam of Ahlul Sunnah,
Mu'awiya, believed, practised it and paid this woman regular stipends? We read in Fathul Bari
Volume 9 pages143-144:
"Mu'awiya contracted Mut'ah with a woman from Taif and this narration carries a
sahih chain.
When Mu'awiya arrived in Taif, he performed Mut'ah with an unnamed slave
belonging to Banu Hazrmee called Ma'ana, Jabir states that remained alive
throughout Mu'awiya's reign, and he gave her yearly stipends every year".
This has been similarly recorded in Musanaf Abdul Razaq Volume 7 p 499.

7.14 Saeed bin Jabeer contacted Mut'ah with a woman in Makkah
We are citing the following Sunni Sources.
•

Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 74 Dhikr Mut'ah

•

Musanaf Abdur Razaq Volume 7 p. 96

•

Tafseer Ibn Katheer Volume 1 p. 74 Ayat Mut'ah

•

Tafseer Fathul Qadeer Volume 1 P. 74 Ayat Mut'ah

•

Tafseer al Abi Hayan al Andalusi Volume 3 p. 18

•

Neel al Authar p. 57 Dhikr Mut'ah

We read in Fathul Bari
Ibn Jazim said, those that deemed Mut'ah halaal after Rasulullah(s) and remained
firm in this position, included Ibn Masud, Mu'awiya, Abu Saeed, Salma wa Majid,
Umayya's son, Jabeer and Umar bin Harith, Jabir cited the practise of Mut'ah by the
Sahaba during the reign of Abu Bakr and Umar, amongst the Tabieen the jurists of
Makkah and Taus and Saeed bin Jabeer and Ata deemed Mut'ah halaal. Those
Tabieen that Ibn Jazzim quoted on the lawfulness of Mut'ah, carried a Sahih chain,
according to Abdul Razzaq
We read in Tafseer Ibn Katheer:
Ibn Abbas, Ibn Abi Kaab, Saeed bin Jabeer Sadee would read the verse of Mut'ah
with the words 'for a prescribed period' and the word 'ajal' are proof that this is
referred to Mut'ah, 'Muhajiz' have said this verse descended about Mut'ah.
We read in Musanaf Abdur al Razzaq:
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Narrators say: "A beautiful Iraqi women resided in Makka, Saeed bin Jabeer
intended on visiting her, I asked why he spend so much time with the women, he
said 'he had performed Nikah Mut'ah with the women, and that Nikah Mut'ah was
more Halal than drinking water".

7.15 Saleem bin Umayya contracted Mut'ah with Umm Iraq
We shall rely on the following Sunni sources:
•

Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 74 Bab Mut'ah

•

Al Jaza al Masalik Volume9 p. 03

•

Neel al Actor Volume 6 p. 53 Bab Mut'ah

•

Musanaf Abdul Razaq Volume 7 p. 97

•

Al Mihali Ibn Jazm Volume 9 p. 20

•

Jameer' athul Nasab Volume p. 60

We read in Fathul Bari:
In a Sahih chain Ibn Abbas narrates that Umar summoned Umm Iraq, who was
pregnant, she states openly that she had performed Mut'ah with Saleem bin
Umayya.
We read in Jameer' athul Nasab:
Saleem's son was Mujeed, his mother was Umm Iraq, Saleem contacted Mut'ah with
her and this Mut'ah existed during the reign of Abu Bakr and Umar.
This is yet another example of a Sahaba continuing to practice Mut'ah after 'Umar banned it.

7.16 Umar's son Abdullah deemed Mut'ah halaal and condemned the
order of his father
We read in Musnad Ibn Hanbal Volume 8 p. 4 hadith number 5694:
I was present when someone queried Abdullah Ibn Umar about Mut'ah with women.
Ibn Umar become angered replying "We, those present during the lifetime of the
Rasulullah(s) were not fornicators"
This proves Ibn Umar deemed Mut'ah to be halaal, and did not believe it had been abrogated.
Furthermore, this is a crushing blow to Dr. Salamah, whose logic leads to the inevitable
conclusion that the Sahaba were fornicators.

7.17 Maula Ali also opposed Umar prohibition on Mut'ah
We read in Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 2 p. 40 commentary Nisa 24:
"Hakim was asked whether the verse on Mut'ah has been abrogated, he said "No, Ali
(RA) said: The Mut'ah is a blessing from Allah to his servants. If it were not for Umar
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forbidding it, no one would commit (the sin) of fornication except the wretched
(Shaqi; an utmost wrong-doer)".
Suyuti is a renowned Sunni Scholar and his virtues are expounded in detail in the book of Rijjal.
In his Tafseer he states that he compiled this Tafseer with good chains he found. Suyuti's
recording of Maula Ali's testimony is proof that Umar banned Mut'ah not Rasulullah. Maula Ali
deemed this to be clear deviation and deemed Umar to have perpetuated a major sin, and was
in effect responsible for people fornicating.
We are citing the following authentic Sunni Sources:
•

Tafseer Durre Manthur Volume 2 p. 40

•

Tafseer Gharab al Quran Volume 3 p. 6 pt 5

•

Tafseer Tabari Volume 5 p.

•

Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 95

•

Tafseer al Abi Hayyan Volume 3 p. 18

•

Kanz al Ummal Volume 8 p. 94.

•

Musanaf Abdul Razaq Volume 7 p. 00

•

Bidayat al-Mujtahid, by Ibn Rushd, v2, p. 8

•

al-Nihaya, by Ibn al-Athir, v2, p. 49

•

al-Faiq, by al-Zamakhshari, v1, p. 31

•

Lisan Al-Arab, Ibn Mandhoor, v19, p. 66

•

Taj al-Aroos, v10, p. 00

•

Fat'h al-Bari, v9, p. 41

•

Al-Iqd Al-Fareed, v2, p. 39

•

Umadat al-Qari, by al-'Ayni, v8, p. 10,

All these sources have the words of Imam 'Ali (as):
"Ali (r) said: The Mut'ah is a blessing from Allah to his servants. If it were not for
Umar forbidding it, no one would commit (the sin of) fornication except a wretched
person".
In 'Lughuth al Hadeeth' Volume 4 page 9 Chapter "Meem", Maulana Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman
further expands on the words of Maula 'Ali (as):
Hadhrath 'Ali [r] said 'Had Umar not banned Mut'ah then the only person to
fornicate would have been a disgraceful person, since Mut'ah is easy, and one can
attain the objective, there would have then been no need to indulge in haraam acts'.
Some Nasibi have raised the objection: 'why didn't Imam 'Ali (as) mention Mut'ah in Nahj ul
Balagha?' It is indeed amusing to read the absurd claim of Dr Salamah:
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Dr Salamah states:
"Oddly enough, 'Ali left behind a voluminous
book, Nahjul-Balaghah, wherein he presented
various aspects of Islam and the Muslim state.
However, not a single word in favour of Mut'ah is
mentioned in it. Had 'Umar been wrong, nothing
would have prevented 'All from condemning it in
his writings.

The author clearly has no idea what he is talking about. Imam 'Ali (as) did not "leave behind"
Nahj al-Balagha. The book was compiled centuries later by Sayyid Ar-Radhi. We have seen that
the book does not deal with fiqh issues; nor is it a "voluminous" work. Compared to other
hadeeth collections, it is one of the shortest. Salamah does not even deal with the many
narration's, found in Sunni books, where Imam 'Ali (as) condemns 'Umar's ban on Mut'ah.
Indeed, this hadeeth is a mutawattir narration.

7.18 Further Arguments of Dr. Salamah
Dr Salamah states:
"As previously mentioned, Furthermore, since
'Umar was later succeeded by 'Uthman and then
'Ali, had 'Umar's statements been contrary to the
ruling of the Prophet (PBUH), at least one of
them would have re-established the sanctity of
Mut'ah. Again, there are no records of such
abrogation.

It is common sense that this false al Faruq Fatwa had been buried with the Khalifa, and with
Umar's death people were free to practise Mut'ah as they had done in the past. If Uthman toed
the same line as Umar, then this does not mean that Umar was right - since Umar had bound
himself to adhering to Umar's decisions when offered the Khilafath - a condition that Uthman
accepted, which Imam 'Ali (as) did not. As we have already proven Imam 'Ali (as) had openly
expressed his disgust at Umar's prohibition and his words serve as clear proof that this was a
legitimate act. There are scores of Shi'a traditions wherein our Imams (starting from Imam 'Ali
(as) endorsed the practise of Mut'ah, so the people during the era of Imam 'Ali (as) were in no
doubt that this was halaal.

7.19 Testimony of the Sahaba that Umar was the first person to deem
Mut'ah to be haram
For this section we shall rely on the following sources of Ahlul Sunnah
•

Fathul Bari Volume 3 p. 32 Kitab Hajj

•

Irshad al Sari Volume 3 p. 36 Kitab Hajj

•

Tareekh al Khulafa p. 36

•

Seerath ul Halbeeya Volume 2 p. 52

We read in Fathul Bari:
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"Imran Ibn Husain narrated that during the lifetime of Rasulullah we practised the
Mut'ah, the Quran come down and a man said his own opinion, Kirmani said that his
refers to Uthman, although we can ascertain that from the books of Rijjal that this
refers to Umar, since Umar was the first person to ban Mut'ah".

Imam Radhi recorded this in his Tafseer Kabeer under the commentary of Surah Nisa, verse 24
(the verse of Mut'ah). This shows that it was clear to Radhi that the verse refers to verse of
Mut'ah.
We read in Irshad al sari
Imam of Ahlul Sunnah Qastalani stated:
"We see from he texts of Rijjal that Uthman is not being referred to here but in fact
Umar since Umar was the first person to prohibit Mut'ah".
We read in Tareekh al Khulafa:

"Umar was the 1st person to introduce the Bidah of Tarawih, was the first person to
ban Mut'ah, and first to introduce 4 Takbeers"
We read in Sharh Nawawi
"Hadhrath Umar was the first person to prohibit Mut'ah".
We read in Seerah Halbeeya:
"The first to prohibit Mut'ah was our Umar".

7.20 Many 'ulama of Ahl as-Sunnah deemed Mut'ah to be halaal
We shall cite the following Sunni sources
•

Tafseer Gharab al Quran part 5, p. 4, Surah al Nisa

•

Tafseer Kabeer Volume 3 p. 95, Surah Nisa verse 24

•

Tafseer Haqqani Volume 2 p.

•

Nuzul al Ibrar fi fiqh Mukthasar Nabi al Mukthar p. 3

We read in Tafseer Kabeer:
Amongst the Ummah are so many great scholars who deem Mut'ah to have been abrogates,
whilst other say that Mut'ah still remains.
We read in Tafseer Haqqani:
Some Sunni scholars deem Mut'ah permissible, in the same way the Sahaba Ibn
Abbas and Imran bin Haseen deemed it permissible.
Waheed'udeen Zaman states:
One the topic of Mut'ah, differences have arisen amongst the Sahaba, and Ahl'ul
Hadith (people of Hadith), and they deemed Mut'ah to be permissible, since Mut'ah
under the Shari'ah was practised and this is proven, and as evidence of
permissibility they cite verse 24 of Surah Nisa as proof. The practise of Mut'ah is
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definite and there is ijma (consensus) on this and you can't refute definite proof by
using logic.
We read in Gharab al Quran:
The people of Faith are in agreement that Mut'ah is halaal, then a great man said
Mut'ah was abrogated, other than them remaining scholars, including the Shi'a
believe Mut'ah remain halaal in the same way it was in the past. Ibn Abbas held this
viewpoint and Imran bin Husain.

7.21 Former Leader of Jamaat-e-Islam, Sayyid Abul'ala Maudoodi
deemed Mut'ah to be permissible
Maudoodi in his periodical Turjuman al Qur'an in his commentary of Surah Mu'minun, [1955
edition]
"Whether Mut'ah is haram or halaal is a dispute that creates dissension between
Shi'as and Sunnis, and has resulted in heated discussion, it is not difficult to
ascertain the truth. A man comes across such situations when Nikah becomes
impossible and he is forced to make a distinction between Zina and Mut'ah. In such
scenarios practising Mut'ah is a better option to Zina"

7.22 Maulana Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman al Hanafi deemed Mut'ah to
be permissible
We have already cited the tradition from Sahih al Bukhari (English translation) Volume 7, Book
62, Number 13o, wherein the tradition wherein Ibn Masud stated that Rasulullah (s) allowed
the Sahaba to contract Mut'ah. The Sunni scholar Maulana Waheed'ud Deen az Zaman
translated the words of Ibn Masud, in his Sharh of Sahih al Bukhari, Tayseer al Bari Volume 6
page 111 (printed in Karachi) as follows:
He gave us the permission to use cloth and contract Nikah, i.e. Mut'ah with women.
The reference is absolutely clear that the Prophet gave the order to contract Mut'ah, and
curiously in his commentary of this tradition Zaman says as follows:
From this hadith it can be seen that the usage of Mut'ah arises in 'needed'
circumstances such as travel, it cannot be utilised in situations where no need
arises". (Tayseer al Bari Volume 6 page 111).
Let us for example accept that comment that Nikah Mut'ah is restricted to travel, this Sunni
scholar has still acknowledged the validity of Mut'ah, and that is exactly what we the Shi'a are
saying, that it can be exercised at a time when 'need' arises. Need is an entirely subjective
thing, based on one's own self control, if a man can remain pure without having sex that is fine,
but is he fears falling into haraam activities due to sexual frustration, such as fornication, then
the Shari'ah has also provided a legal means with which he can control his sexual urge.

7.23 The Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Ibn Jurraya contracted Mut'ah with
seventy women
The following sources deal with this issue:
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•

Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 73 Bab Mut'ah

•

Al Maghni al Ibn Qadema Volume 7 p. 71

•

Meezan al Ithidal Volume 2 p. 59

•

Tadheeb al Tadheeb Volume 6 p. 06

Whilst we already cited the appraisal of Dhahabi of Ibn Jurraya from Tadkirathul Huffaz Volume
1 pages170 -171, let us also wee quote his comments from Tadheeb:
Abdul Malik Ibn Jurraya was one the great men of knowledge, he was Thiqa
(reliable) and authoritative, he performed Mut'ah with seventy women, deeming
this practise to be halaal.
If Mut'ah was abrogated by Rasulullah(s) and thus became Zina, then did this great Sunni
Imam, who was incidentally from amongst the Tabieen, commit fornication with seventy
women? How can a Sunni scholar that fornicates with seventy women be graded as a very
reliable authority? If it was obligatory to accept 'Umar's ruling, than was this Faqih committing a
sin? Or is the truth much more obvious: that this Faqih recognised 'Umar's ruling was bid'a, and
disregarded it.

7.24 Imam Malik issued a Fatwa that Mut'ah is halaal
We shall cite the following Sunni sources:
•

Fatawi Qadhi Khan Volume 1 p 151 al Nikah Fayl

•

Al Hidaya Volume 1 p. 13
Fathul Bari Volume 9 p. 73 Dhikr Mut'ah

We read in Al Hidaya:
"Nikah Mut'ah is our eyes is false, whilst Imam Malik deemed it permissible, as
proof he says it was halaal and permissible, it was removed and was not
abrogated".
We read in Fatwa Qadhi khan:
"Mut'ah cannot be Nikah, Mut'ah is false, it should not be practised, Ibn Abbas and
Imam Malik had differing views, in their views this was practicable".

7.25 Imam of Ahl as-Sunnah Ahmad Ibn Hanbal deemed Mut'ah to be
Halal
We read in Tafseer Ibn Katheer Volume 1 p. 14, Surah Nisa verse 24:
"Ibn Abbas and other party amongst the Sahaba narrated traditions that Mut'ah is
halaal, and Ibn Hanbal also said that it was practicable"
We also read in al Bidayah wa al Nihaya Volume 4 and p. 94, Dhikr Khayber:
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"In the same way that Ibn Abbas deemed Mut'ah to be halaal, Imam Ibn Hanbal
also stated Mut'ah was halaal"
Ibn Katheer's in his Tafseer, Surah an-Nisa, Page 3 under the verse 4:24 said:
"Ibn Abbas an other Sahaba said that Mut'ah can be utilised when needed, Ibn
Hanbal also narrated the same".
Tafseer Ibn Katheer, Surah an-Nisa, Page 3
Imam Hanbal like Malik is a Sunni Scholar of fiqh, like Ibn Abbas and other Sahaba. If Mut'ah is
a shameless act of Zina then did the Allah and Rasulullah(s) allow such acts on certain
occasions. Clearly Sahaba did not see Mut'ah in this way, the clearly understood words of
Rasulullah(s), so for Sunnis experts to deem Mut'ah haram today is a major injustice on their
part.
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8. The necessity of Mut'ah
It is a matter of fact that Allah (swt) has placed within humans certain innate characteristics
including sexual desire. Allah (swt) is not unjust to his Creations he does not place this desire
into human beings, and then tell them to quash such feelings (as is the thinking of certain
religions) - on the contrary Allah (swt) provides the means of controlling that desire via the
institution of marriage - and during the lifetime of Rasulullah (s) both types of Nikah ran in
parallel with one another Nikah and Nikah Mut'ah. Whilst an Islamic State may indeed be
successful in curbing vices, you cannot prevent the influences of Western ideology entering into
a Society. Images of sexual behaviour are rife in the West, sex before marriage is a norm.
Whilst in the past Muslim countries might have been able to block such behaviour, Western
images through the Web and Media means that there is no effective means of preventing
Muslims from being exposed to the lures of sexual freedom.
The situation is all the more difficult for pious Muslims living in the West, parent may and try
their utmost to prevent such activity influencing minds, but how can they hide their children
from a Society where all taboos have ended, the move towards a tolerant society includes the
acceptance of sex before marriage and homosexual relationships. Pressure in Muslim youth
living in places such as University Halls is even greater where there is a pressure to conform, to
be one of 'us'. Muslims have only two options either fornicate or seek out the means of lawful
intercourse via the contracting temporary marriage. The Sahaba were unable to control their
sexual desires whilst away for brief periods which is Rasulullah (s) ordered that they contract
Mut'ah, would Allah (swt) not provide for the same option for later generations of Muslims, who
often spend months and even years away from home (due to work and study commitments)?
Would Allah (swt) really leave such people to their own devices, or would he provide the
relevant safety mechanism? Sexual desire exists in humans, and in the same way Allah (swt)
assisted the frustrated Sahaba to relieve themselves by utilising Mut'ah, Allah (swt) has also
given Muslims that option today.
Allah (swt) and Rasulullah (s) never told the Muslims to control their sex drive via monasticism,
neither did He (swt) give an order that they relieve themselves by acts such as masturbation or
sex with melons - these innovations entered the religion later by the Ahl'ul Sunnah Ulema as
methods of preventing Zina when these Ulema prescribed such curious methods to prevent
Zinah don't you think Allah (swt) who is the best of Planners would have also prescribed the
appropriate method? Alhamdolillah He (swt) did, he provided the option of temporary marriage
to his adherents, a marriage that according to Ibn Abbas cab be reinstated in emergency
scenarios. An emergency scenario is clearly open to interpretation, and is very personal thing if
a person needs a means of controlling his sexual desire then that emergency scenario has
triggered and s/he can utilise Mut'ah. On a wider level if emergency scenario does not arise in
the West where the pressure to commit Zinah is so great that safe sex is taught as part of a
Curriculum in High Schools then when will it arise?
We hereby cite a few examples, about Mut'ah being a basic necessity for the human nature,
and where this emergency situation clearly arises.
•

A person who is away from his homeland for a period of time and away from his wife
etc. but he still has his human nature (i.e. lust). In this condition marriage is not suited
for him and he cannot restrain his desires. So what does the Shari ayah say regarding
these circumstances? Well his options are to do Nikah for a stipulated time or the other
alternative is to commit adultery or fornication.

•

In some countries the law says a non-naturalised citizen cannot marry a woman and
take her back to his country. In this circumstance if Mut'ah is performed, after the set
period both the man and the woman are free, from each other. If marriage is
commenced then the couple are tied with other for the rest of their lives, or they will
get tangled in achieving a divorce.
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•

Islam is a religion that is suited for all nations and ages. Mut'ah is a good example of
that. In the western world adultery and fornication are common and openly performed.
Mut'ah is a way of protecting a person from committing these serious sins and vices.

•

One of the benefits of Mut'ah is that a couple who do Mut'ah get to understand each
other better over that period of time. If all goes well, when the period of Mut'ah is over
they may engage in a permanent marriage. This could also be in a reverse case, if all
does not go to plan then they may go their own ways after the limit of Mut'ah. Rather
then getting married and then having a divorce Mut'ah is a great way of overcoming
this undesirable act (divorce).
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9. Conclusion: An appeal to justice
Through this detailed article we have sought to prove the legitimacy of Mut'ah, from the Qur'an,
Sunnah and practises of the Sahaba. We have also sought to cite its need in present say
society. We appeal to those with open minds: if Mut'ah was indeed prohibited during the life of
Rasulullah (s) then why did the advocates of the Sahaba state Umar was the 1st person to
outlaw Mut'ah? Clearly this proves Mut'ah was halaal during the life of Rasulullah (s) and Umar
for some reason banned it. Wahabis are fond of claiming that the Shi'a believe that the Imams
(as) are superior to the Holy Prophet (s), yet here we see 'Umar ibn al-Khattab openly placing
himself in opposition to the Prophet (s). It is perhaps only to be expected from somebody who
once attempted to kill the Prophet (s) (Tarikh'ul Khulafa page 111, Dhikr Umar); but as Shi'a of
the Ahl al-Bayt (as), we do not believe that anybody has the right to abrogate the hukm of the
Holy Prophet (s). Sunnis place 'Umar above the Prophet (s), by deciding to follow his fatwa on
Mut'ah and to reject the hukm of Allah (swt). We would appeal to all those endowed with
intelligence: Does this not constitute open shirk, as well as kufr in the mission of the Prophet
(s)?
The basis for the permissibility of Mut`ah is its mention as a permitted thing in the Qur'an,
leaving us with the possibility of its prohibition ONLY if it were prohibited by an ayah in the
Qur'an that was revealed after the ayah in which its permissibility was indicated. Such as that
does not exist. Rather, we have ahadith that contradict each other as well as well-known
historical chronology. Furthermore, we have other ahadith in which it is stated that Umar
prohibited two (sometimes three) types of Mut`ah. Both types were permissible. One
prohibition was forced to be repealed, and the other was spoken against by Sahaba and tabi`in.
Based on the facts that there is an ayah in the Qur'an indicating the permissibility of Mut`ah,
that there is no ayah following it chronologically that abrogated its permissibility, that hadith
cannot abrogate it, that those ahadith indicating its supposed prohibition are contradictory, and
that people spoke out against the move by a caliph to prohibit it and other "Mut`ahs" (hajj attamattu`) that were also permissible all indicate that Mut`ah is a permissible thing that cannot
be made impermissible by the word of any man, no matter what his position is in the eyes of
the Ahl'ul Sunnah.
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10. Appendix
10.1 Rulings on Temporary Marriage
From our discussion, we have seen the many lies and misconceptions which are brought forth
about the Shi'a conceptions of Mut'ah. As a response, we have translated the discussion on
Mut'ah found in the famous Fiqh al-Imam Ja'far as-Sadiq (as) of Ayatullah Maghniyah.
This is a standard introductory text on law used in Shi'a seminaries. As such, it will demonstrate
Mutah.com
to all what the actual Shi'a rulings on Mut'ah are. This is taken from the website

10.2 The Task from the Clergy:
There has been much talk, past and present, about Mut'ah. Much of this discussion has
revolved around the question of whether or not this is halaal according to Islamic law. Indeed,
many people believe that Mut'ah is a kind of fornication, because they are ignorant about its
realities. They believe that the child of Mut'ah amongst the Shi'a are not entitled to inheritance
from his father, and is not entitled to any of the things that his brothers who were borne from a
permanent marriage would be entitled to. They believe that there is no waiting period after the
end of Mut'ah, or that it is permissible for a woman to be passed from man to man by merely
ending the allotted period of time in Mut'ah. Because of these believes, people accuse Mut'ah of
being something evil, and deny its permissibility.
As such, it is obligatory on the clergy that they seek to enlighten the minds of people, especially
in matters of religion, and guide them to the truth, which is denied by fanatics and zealots, and
of those people who have lost their reason and religion. We see that Mut'ah is something
accepted by the Shi'a as something that is not an innovated opinion created in certain times
and situations.

10.3 Meaning of Mut'ah
Mut'ah has many meanings. In some cases it may mean to take benefit, such as when Allah
(swt) refers to "They take the benefits of the worldly life." It may refer to increase, or it
may refer to remaining, such as when He says: "He let them remain for a while." It may
also refer to a gift, such as when He, Blessed be His Names, says: "They are gifted of
knowledge."
As far as the legal scholars, they talk about Mut'ah in the meaning of a gift, in the sense of
what they make obligatory on a man who has married a woman without specifying a dowry,
and then divorces her before having sexual relations. They would necessitate that the divorced
women be given a gift that is appropriate for his economic status. This is based upon the ayat
236 of surah al-Baqara: "There is no sin on you that you divorce women whom who you have
not touched, and that you give them a gift (Mut'ah), the rich man based on his ability, and the
poor based on his ability, a righteous gift which is a right over the pure ones." They also talk
about Mut'ah in terms of hajj, which we have discussed elsewhere.

10.4 Mut'ah Marriage
Alongside of these uses, the scholars of law talk about Mut'ah in terms of a fixed-time marriage.
There is universal consensus amongst Sunni and Shi'a scholars that Islam has legislated this,
and that the Prophet (s) made this permissible. This is based upon ayat 24 of Surat an-Nisa':
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"When you have done Mut'ah with them, so give them the agreed upon dowry."
Also, we find in Sahih al-Bukhari, volume nine, the section on marriage, that the Prophet (s)
said to his companions during some of the wars:
"I give you permission to do Mut'ah, so do Mut'ah. A man and woman come together
and agree to intimacy for three nights. If they desire to increase then they may
increase, and if they desire to leave it, they may leave it."
We find also in Sahih al-Muslim, vol. 2, the chapter on Mut'ah, that Jabir ibn 'Abd Allah al-Ansari
narrates:
"We did Mut'ah on the covenant of the Prophet (s) and Abu Bakr and 'Umar." On the
same page we find another hadeeth from Jabir, where he adds: "But then 'Umar
forbid us from this."
After we have established that the Muslims have all agreed on the legislation and permissibility
of Mut'ah in the covenant of the Glorious Prophet (s), they disagree as to when it was made
impermissible. Did it become haram after the Allah the Glorious made it halaal? The Sunnis
would argue that it was abrogated, and made haram after permission was given for it. Ibn Hajir
Al-'Asqalani writes in his Fath al-Bary bi Sharh Sahih al-Bukhari, volume 11, p. 70 of the 1989
edition,
"We have numerous ahadith which are explicit in prohibiting Mut'ah after
permission was given for it."
In the sixth volume of Kitab al-Maghni of Ibn Qadamah, page 645, third edition:
"Imam Shafi'i said: I don't know anything that Allah permitted, then forbid, then
permitted, them forbid again except Mut'ah."
The Shi'a say: All of the Muslims are agreed on the permissibility of Mut'ah, but they only
disagree on its abrogation. This abrogation is not based on certainty, and we cannot deny
Mut'ah based merely on whim or doubt. This abrogation must be based on certainty, and yet
we have many narrations from the Ahl al-Bayt (as) that say that there was no such abrogation.
Much of this is mentioned by Hurr al-'Amali in his Wasa'il. These narrations include the following
hadeeth of Imam as-Sadiq (as), where he was asked if anything had come to abrogate the ayat
of Mut'ah. He said: "No, and if it had not been denied by 'Umar, then no one would
fornicate except a truly wretched person."
It is now important to discuss that Mut'ah shares in the permanent marriage many things, and
is different from it in my things amongst the Shi'a. We will now embark on a short summary of
the similarities and differences:

10.5 Similarities between Temporary and Permanent Marriage
The scholars of the Ja'fari school are in agreement that permanent and temporary marriage
share in the following issues:
•

That it is necessary that in both kinds of marriages the women must be mature, of
sound-mind, and be free from any kinds of prohibitions on marriage. It is not
permissible to marry a married woman, nor is it permissible to marry a woman who is
in the waiting period of divorce or death, and not with a woman with whom marriage is
forbidden because of family relationship, marriage or nursing. It is not permissible to
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marry a polytheist. Similarly, it is not permissible for the woman to marry any one
except a Muslim who does not have any prohibitions on him in terms of marriage.
•

Mut'ah is not correct by merely giving oneself over to another or being happy to be
married. Rather, it requires explicit verbal confirmation of the marriage, just as it does
with a permanent marriage. Nor is the contract valid by saying "I give myself to you" or
"I make myself permissible to you" or "I rent myself to you," or anything like that, but
rather must involve the three words nikahtu, zawajtu, or Mut'ahtu. The author of AlJawahir says:
As far as the marriage formula is concerned in Mut'ah, it must be words which have
been designated by the Lawgiver for the marriage offering (ijab), such as zawajtuka or
nikahtuka or muta'tuka. Any of these will make the contract valid, and it is not valid
with other than these words, such as words that have to do with property or gifting or
renting. As far as accepting the marriage offering, this is done by words which indicate
upon intention, such as qabiltu (I accept) or radaitu (I am happy with this).

•

The marriage contract is binding upon the man and woman in both kinds of marriage.
However, it is the right of the man to return the remaining time of the temporary
marriage, just as he may divorce himself from a permanent marriage.

•

Prohibitions in terms of marriage flow from both temporary and permanent marriage. A
man who does Mut'ah is not allowed to marry step-daughters from a temporary wife,
nor may a man marry two sisters in Mut'ah just as he is not allowed to do so in a
permanent marriage. We see that nursing from a fornicator has no effect, and the
difference is that the wife of temporary marriage is a legal wife according to Islamic
law, whereas the fornicator has only punishment.

•

The children of a temporary marriage are like the children of a permanent marriage in
terms of inheritance and support, and all the rights which accrue to a child. A person
asked Imam as-Sadiq (as) about what happens if a woman he is doing Mut'ah with
becomes pregnant, to which he said: "That child is your child."

•

The child is considered to be the child of the father by simple sexual relations, even if
they are removed from each other, or his semen enters into her from outside. This is
because Mut'ah is a legal marriage just like the permanent one, and the child is to the
one who has copulated with him, both by consensus of the 'ulama and by the canonical
sources.

•

The dowry in both kinds of marriage is the same, in the sense that one may decrease it
or increase it, whether the dowry be for a small amount or for millions. This is based on
the ayat: "If you give to them the dowry, then you can not take back from them
anything."

•

If a man divorces his wife before sexual relations, he only has to pay half the dowry.
Similar is the case if a man, in a temporary marriage, returns the remaining time to the
wife before sexual relations. If they finish the marriage period without having sexual
relations, however, then she has the right to the entire dowry. Some, however, have
said that she can only have half in this case.

•

In both kinds of marriage, there is no difference if the man and woman are separated
from each other except for sexual relations, in terms of dowry and waiting period.
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•

The woman who does Mut'ah must observe a waiting period after the end of the time
of the temporary marriage, though there is no waiting period if there has been no
sexual relations. This is the same as in a permanent marriage, when a woman is
divorced without sexual relations. A woman in a permanent marriage and temporary
one must both observe the complete waiting period if her husband dies, whether or not
there has been sexual relations.

•

Every condition that has been agreed upon by the husband and wife is binding in a
temporary marriage, so long as these conditions are allowed by Islamic law. This is the
same as in a permanent marriage, in line with the hadeeth: "The believers are bound
by the conditions they make."

•

It is impermissible to have sex with a woman during her menstrual period in both
permanent and temporary marriage.

•

If a contract is made for Mut'ah, and then the man and woman learn that the contract
is invalid because of family relationship, then there is no dowry on the man, if they
have not yet had sex. If they have had sex, then there is some speculation: If the
woman was aware that they were forbidden to have sex with each other, but
nonetheless does so anyways, then she has no right to a dowry, because she has
sinned. This is in line with the hadeeth "No dowry for the sinner." However, if she does
not know that she was not allowed to have sex, then she must be given her dowry, just
as with a permanent marriage.

•

It is not permissible for a man to have sex with the nieces of his temporary wife except
with her permission, just as is the case with a permanent marriage.

10.6 Differences between Temporary and Permanent Marriage

•

It is necessary in a temporary marriage that the time-period be explicitly fixed and
specified, and it is not allowed for it to be able to be increased or decreased. In a
permanent marriage, however, it is not allowed to fix any time period. This is a selfevident reality wherein analogy applies.
If the man and woman intend to do a temporary marriage, and forgot to specify a time
period in the marriage contract, does the marriage become a permanent one or a
temporary one, or is the whole contract invalid?
It has been the famous opinion of the scholars that, in such a situation, that the
marriage becomes a permanent one. The author of Al-Jawahir has said that this is
because the marriage formula without words expresses a permanent marriage, and this
is in line with the hadeeth: "If you fix the time, then it is Mut'ah, and if you do not fix
the time, then it is Nikah."
However, some of the scholars have said that the contract does not come into effect at
all, neither permanently or temporarily. This is because what is merely intended does
not come into effect, and what came into effect what was not intended

•

The dowry is a primary obligation [pillar, rukn] in the temporary marriage. If the man
and woman fail to specify the dowry, then the marriage is invalid. Imam as-Sadiq (as)
said: "There is no Mut'ah except with two things: A specified period, and a specified
dowry." In another narration he says "A known period" and a "known dowry."4
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(reference) As for the permanent marriage, however, the dowry is not a primary
obligation, and the marriage is correct if the dowry has not been specified. If a man
and woman marry in permanent marriage and have sex, and then get divorced, then
the woman should be given a standard dowry.
•

If a permanent wife is divorced before sexual relations, then there is no waiting period
for her. Such is the case with a temporary wife as well, if the time period finishes
before sexual relations are consummated. If the permanent wife is divorced after
sexual relations and she is not pregnant, then she must wait three menstrual periods,
or three months.5 reference As for the temporary wife, however, her waiting period (if
they had sexual relations), then she must wait for two menstrual cycles or a forty-five
days, if she is not pregnant. For both types of women, if they are pregnant, than the
waiting period is until after she has given birth. As far as the waiting period for a
widow, then there is no difference between the two types of women, and sexual
relations make no difference her. If the woman is pregnant, however, then she must
wait until either she has given birth, or four months and ten days, which ever is longer.

•

There is disagreement amongst the scholars in terms of the wife's inheritance,
depending on whether or not she was a permanent or temporary wife. Most scholars,
such as Shaheed al-Awal and Shaheed ath-Thani, have said that a temporary wife does
not inherit unless this condition was made in the marriage contract. This is because the
marriage contract, by its nature, does not necessitate inheritance, or necessitate the
absence of heritance. If this condition has been made, then it must be followed, in line
with the hadeeth: "The believers are bound by the conditions they make," and the
hadeeth of Imam as-Sadiq (as) where he says: "If you agree to inheritance, then you
are bound by your conditions."

•

There is no daily living support for a temporary wife unless it is in the marriage
contract. As for a permanent wife, than this is her right, even if the man and wife have
agreed that this is not binding upon them.

•

It is makruh to do Mut'ah with a virgin girl, whereas it is recommend in permanent
marriage. The author of Al-Haqa'iq narrates: "Imam as-Sadiq (as) was asked about
Mut'ah, to which he said: "Her case is a heavy one, so have respect for the virgins."

•

The scholars of law say that a permanent wife has the right that her husband sleep in a
bed near her own bed one night every four days, visible to her face, even if their
bodies do not connect. This assumes that the man is not always travelling; if he is this
way, then it is wajib that the man have to do this once every four months. She also has
the right to seek her husband, whether or not he is there at the house or a traveller.
For a temporary wife, however, none of this is obligatory. She is not given the choice in
this regards, and she does not have the right to seek her husband in this way, whether
he is living locally or travelling.

•

If a man divorces his permanent wife in a revocable divorce after he has had sexual
relations with her, then the man may return to her before the waiting period is finished.
If the divorce is a khul'a divorce, where the man did not want a divorce but agrees to
in exchange for part of the dowry, than the wife has the right to return to her husband
during the waiting period. For a temporary wife, however, she becomes separated from
the husband by the time period ending or by having the time period returned to her.
There is no right to either one of them to return to each other during the waiting
period. However, it is permissible for the man and woman to renew the marriage
contract during that period, whether it be permanent or temporary.7 However, this is
not permissible to any other man except until the waiting period has finished.
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•

If a man has had sex with a permanent wife, then that wife is owed her entire dowry.
If she refuses to be with him after this for whatever reason, then the dowry does not
drop. However, the daily living expenses drop, because the woman was being
disobedient. However, in a temporary marriage, if the wife refuses the man sexual
relations, he may adjust the dowry based upon the time in which she refused. The
author of Al-Jawahir says:
If the woman disrupts part of the allotted period, then the man may take what he
wants from the dowry by ratio. If it is half, then, half, and if it is a third, then a third. I
have found no disagreement on this point. There is, in fact, no problem in looking at
the well-narrated hadeeth on this subject, such as the narration of Ibn Hunzalah,
where he said: 'I asked Imam as-Sadiq (as) about a woman whom I married for a fixed
time for a certain. She came to me during part of this month, but she did not for the
other part.' The Imam (as) said: 'Then take from the dowry an amount equal to the
time that she withheld herself from you, except for the days of her menstrual cycle, for
that part is to her.'"

•

It is permissible for a man to marry more than four temporary wives, whereas this is
not allowed in a permanent marriage. Al-Hurr Al-'Amily has narrated many hadeeth on
this subject in his Wasa'il. However, there are some narration's which indicate upon the
impermissibility of this, and that a man may not have more than four temporary wives.
One of these narration's is that of 'Amar ibn Sabaty from Imam as-Sadiq (as). When he
asked Imam as-Sadiq (as) about Mut'ah, he said that the temporary wives count as one
of the four [that the man is allowed to have]. There is also the narration from Imam alBaqir (as), on the authority of Zarara. He was asked about Mut'ah wives, if they are like
slave girls whom one can have as many as one wants. The Imam (as) said: "No. She
counts for one of the four."

•

Beyond all of this, there is the ruling that whatever is confirmed for a permanent wife is
confirmed to a temporary wife except what has been differentiated in the evidence. We
have mentioned the evidences which establish the differences we have already
discussed, and whatever other issues remain stand upon this general ruling. The author
of Al-Jawahir says: "The root premise is that permanent and temporary marriages are
the same in terms of rulings except in those things which are established by evidence."
In Sharh al-Lu'mah, Shaheed ath-Thani states: "The rulings of a temporary wife and a
permanent wife are the same in terms of everything we have discussed, such as
conditions, guardianship, and prohibited marriages, except those things which are
specifically excluded.
Many scholars of law have argued that the essential natures of permanent and
temporary marriage are the same, and that the word "marriage" applies to
individuations of this concept: One of them permanent marriage, the other temporary,
just as the word "humanity" encompasses both men and women.

10.7 Mut'ah with the Chaste
It is best to conclude with some of the narration's that have come about Mut'ah from the Ahl alBayt (as). Imam as-Sadiq (as) was asked about Mut'ah, to which he said:
"It's halaal, but do not marry anybody except the chaste, of whom Allah the
Glorified has said: 'Those who protect their sexual parts.'"
In another hadeeth the Imam (as) quotes the ayat:
"The fornicator does not marry except the fornicatress or the polytheist, and the
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fornicatress does not marry except the fornicator or the polytheist, whereas this is
forbidden upon the believers."
Sheikh As-Saduq also write:
"He who does Mut'ah with a fornicator is also a fornicator," As is written in the book AlHada'iq.
In Wasa'il Ash-Shi'a, volume 3, page 74 of the 1324 Hijri edition, that Ali ibn Yaqteen asked
Imam Rida (as), grandson of Imam as-Sadiq (as), about Mut'ah. The Imam (as) said:
"What do you have of this, when Allah has made this unnecessary for you."
Someone else asked him, and he said:
"It is completely permissible for he whom Allah has not made this unnecessary by
marriage. So seek chastity through Mut'ah. If Allah has made this unnecessary for
you, then it is permissible to you if your wife is absent."
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