It is astonishing how people who have readily accepted the ‘evidence’ that Islam allows private sex contracts called mutah are now cowing away from considering the overwhelming counter evidence that Islam is totally against such cheapening relationships. The fact that the Quran forbids ‘secret lovers’ is a simple and yet effective counter evidence against the surreptitious practices dubbed as temporary marriage. Needless to say that verses that forbid secret lovers are never quoted by advocates of Mutah who despite knowing that Mutah suited a pagan society will still persist in saying that Mutah is allowed as an Islamic practice. 
Lost also to the defenders of Mutah is the early shia documentation in which Sheikh Thani calls Mutah as Iraj Ul Furuj meaning ‘Renting of the Vagina’ and thereby gives the true pagan perspective to it.  However, to make it acceptable to Muslims it took later scholars to package it up by giving it a meaning of Temporary Marriage when neither is the word mutah an Arabic root for Temporary nor for Marriage. In fact in the whole Quran the word Mutah does not even exist. Hence Iraj Ul Furuj is not in the Quran! It is through playing on words and some addition and subtraction of words in verse 4:24 that has allowed scholars to argue that it is a verse permitting the practice of renting, or for the permission of secret sexual pleasures. 
In the modern Tafseer by Allama Tabatabai we see justification to change words in verse 4:24 in the Quran in the attempt to package mutah as an Islamic practice. Firstly, in the Tafseer the word ISTIMTATUM in verse 4:24 is changed to the word MUTAH. The argument proposed is that both words have the same root. But the tafseer does not deal with the obvious question that if God wanted to use the word Mutah then why did he not. Could the truth be that God wanted to distinguish ISTIMTATUM from MUtah and keep mutah out of Islam? No reason is attempted in the Tasfeer even though the Allama admits that the word Mutah was in ‘vogue in the time and sight of the Prophet.’ 

However, in Sheikh Naksawani’s lecture he comes with a different claim that in the time of the Prophet the people did not use the word Mutah but instead used the word ISTIMTATUM  whenever they wanted to rent a woman’s parts for sex.  So for him the Quran does have the word mutah anywhere in it because he believes that the word Mutah was not in use  However he has contradicted the tafseer of Allama Tabatabai claims the opposite. It would be interesting how scholars who persist in advocating for mutah will reconcile the inconsistency in the two claims.
We need to remember that inconsistent claims are evidence of people meddling with Islam. To firmly nail the argument against the idea that Istimtatum means mutah is verse 46:20 where the same word ISTIMTATUM is used saying ‘the infidels seek istimtatum in this world and for them is hell.’ If Sheikh Naksawani was right in his justification of Mutah then it would mean that ‘the infidels seek mutah in this world and for them is hell.’ Of course the Sheikh does not quote this verse in his lecture; may be he forgot or did not know of this verse while the Allama also misses to connect the word istimtatum in verse 4:24 with 46:20. This is astounding as the Allama is said to have produced the tafseer on the basis of connecting the verses together on words or key themes. 
One thing that often escapes people is that Mutah fitted in with the treatment of women by pagans. Women were commodities for them to use and discard, like cattle. Women were often given names based on how good they were to accommodate male sexual fantasies. This is similar to sex circles now found in our communities were women gain a reputation of how satisfying they are in bed. 
Astonishing is the silence from the Sunnis about the alteration of wording in the tafseer. This either shows that Sunnis are themselves succumbing to the ‘evidence’ given by advocates of mutah – just like how Sunni and Shia have succumbed to the idea that women cannot be judges in Islam – or it shows that the Sunni scholars are not thinking outside the box and are using the same parameters and tactics about things they derive. Hence to say that the Sunnis agree with the evidence only goes on to prove that the two schools of derivation are closely linked and are really playing tennis with the rest of the Muslims on what either parties allow or disallow.
Take the example from Sunni sources that the Prophet allowed mutah until Khybar when he forbad three things namely Mutah, donkey meat and eating garlic. This is followed by another story of two close ‘companions’ who on their way to Hunain wanted to castrate themselves due to their desperation as they had not had sex for over 2 weeks! The narration in Sunni books say that the Prophet told them they could do mutah and so they went off to look for a woman in the desert until the young man was lucky that he found a lone woman with a ‘beautiful long neck’ sitting alone on a hot day in the middle of the desert. The old man who was with him did not get sex but the Sunni narrations don’t say what happened to him despite his desperation. Apparently, the Prophet had no solution for him even though he was ‘desperate’ enough to wanting to ‘castrate’ himself.  

The myriad number of questions that rise against these type of narrations are again never considered. Take the claim that the Prophet forbad it in Khybar. This means that for over a month it was forbidden as Khybar took this long. This then means that the ‘companions’ must have been deeply desperate as only two weeks on the journey to Hunain made them so desperate that they wanted to castrate themselves even though the Quran forbids self-harm and self-mutilation. In other words in just two weeks of journey to Hunain the companions forgot that the Quran forbids self-harm and were ready to slice out their genitalia. So the question is that why were the ‘companions’ not getting desperate in Khybar but became so desperate on the journey to Hunain that the Prophet allowed them to seek women sitting alone in the desert and proposition them for sex.
Secondly, if women are sitting alone then are Muslim men allowed to preposition them for sex? Is this something that scholars would welcome as an Islamic ikhlaq as the Prophet allowed it to the two men according to this narration? And what if our daughters were siting or shopping or travelling or going to school and were over 9 then would it be okay for  desperate men & boys to approach them, offering them blankets, dates and some money to have sex with them. If done in Britain then the police can arrest you for attempting to groom the girls. In one case in Bradford there were six Muslim men arrested for grooming White girls for sex. It created a national scandal. Is this something any Shia or Sunni in the Uk wants to put his name to and say it is okay?

The one big argument that advocates of mutah make is that it was Caliph Umar who confessed to be the one who forbad it as he is reported to have said: “I forbid you what Muhammad allowed!” What is not told to the people are two arguments against this. Firstly the full story is that an old man by the name of Amr Harrith made a young girl pregnant and then told her father that it was okay for him to do it as it was ‘allowed by the Prophet.’ When Umar went to whip him then Amr’s friends also claimed that it was allowed by the Prophet. Umar did not believe it and called Imam Ali who said it was totally forbidden and quoted verse 4:25 to prove that it was forbidden. Then when Amr Harrith and his friends insisted that it was allowed then Umar reacted by the above words.

Secondly, those Shias who quote the above story of Umar’s reactive word  don’t tell anybody that in the four years of Imam Ali (as) ruling as Caliph he did not make Mutah permitted. Hence if it was allowed  by the Prophet then why did not make it halal?  This one question is like a death nail to advocates of Mutah as it stops them from continuing to misuse the name of Imam Ali to justify mutah.
Instead the advocates of Mutah obstinately hold on the claim that Imam Ali said that if Umar had not forbidden Mutah then only the wretched would commit adultery.  Firstly, if Imam Ali did say this then why did he not allow it when he was caliph? That would make him say one thing but do another. Scondly by redefining adultery does not make it right: Similar to redefining Jihad as suicide bombing! It is not right even if it is given the name Jihad by Wahabbi molvis! Otherwise even stealing from non-Muslims would be right as some fatwas had allowed by defining stealing as only applying to Muslim property.  Therefore by re-defining marriage as ‘temporary’ does not make it a marriage as a marriage by definition is a life-long commitment otherwise it is not a marriage but is just prostitution or Iraj Ul Furuj.
Secondly, married men are allowed it but married women are not. So would a married woman be wretched for doing something that her husband freely does when the Quran has already given allowance on polygamy to men? Or is he wretched when he leaves the Quranic allowance and seeks the pagan permission of  Iruf Ul Furruj?
And when polygamy is catering for his needs then why does he also need mutah while  a  married woman may have the same addiction for sex is not allowed either? Surely the argument can be that while married men are allowed polygamy then married women should be allowed mutah! Interestingly, in the tafseer Al Mizan Allama Tabatabee allows married slave girls to sleep with their masters under mutah. This is yet another controversy in the tafseer that make even Shia Islam like the fortress of the ISIS where married slave girls captured in wars are taken for sex contracts or renting!
Then this story is followed by the story of the Conquest of Mecca when he allowed mutah for 3 days before forbidding it forever. However, when you scrutinise all these types of stories you see that the Prophet is depicted as  not knowing what he was doing as he would one day allow it and then another time forbid it. And while allowing it he did not give the rules of it and even allowed men to proposition women sitting alone in the desert which in modern terms would constitute harassment and even grooming for sex.   
What we are not told is that the idea of blind following is totally against the message of Islam and in particular verse after verse in the Quran condemns those who blindly followed others. The inability of people to consider honest evidence is mentioned against the people of Aad and  Thumud  in the Quran who always wanted to prove their point but then ‘failed to consider the evidence against them’ and thereby chose to ‘reject the truth in front of them.’  Even the Bani Israel were guilty of meddling with faith by first accepting some Prophets and then misusing their names to murder other new Prophets. The Quran describes their ulema as ‘intoxicated with evil’ who were ‘not ready to change’ because they were ‘good at giving a lie to the truth.’ What these people did was forget that evidence-based belief and change for the betterment are imbedded in faith. Faith based on evidence is central to building a genuine conscious of God. Hence, the question is that when there is overwhelming counter evidence that Mutah is against the teachings of the Ahlul Baith then why do our people, including our Shia establishment, persist in neglecting the counter evidence and show no genuine intention to change for the betterment.

their own derivation is inevitable. The practice of changing words in the Quran to make verses fit with particular derivation by scholars is an issue that Muslims need to be aware of. Most issues from women’s rights to democratic institutions in Islam have become confused due to scholarly derivations. Even the growing of beards is a scholar derivation and nothing to do with the Quran.  The huge sizes and styles of beards  in ‘Islamic beard growing’ makes Islam a joke and gives evidence of the subjugation of Islam by forces that fabricate matters and impose it on the Quran and on the Muslims. 

And the practice of altering words in the Quran is not the end of the story. To make verses fit in with certain derivation also need addition of words. The tafseer Al Mizan does exactly that. It inserts additional words to the verse so as to fit the altered words with the Arabic grammar. So the tafseer adds the word ‘if you seek’ in order for the verse to read ‘if you seek mutah ….’ Clearly these words are not in the Quran but the Allama justifies adding these words in to his Tafseer Al Mizan.

So is the changing of words in the Quran and adding of new words allowed or is the Quran such a book that any altering of anything in it will lessen it? Is it not the word of God and preserved for all time? So what happens now when clearly the tafseer is altering words and adding new ones to justify mutah? Do we have any allowance to question or challenge these kinds of things? Or is our job to blindly accept what is derived for us - whether right or wrong - because the establishment claim that they will ‘answer for it.’ Have the religious establishment obtained the express edict from God to take ‘our responsibility’ on the Day of Judgement provided we blindly follow whatever we are told?  

For generations we have been told how all our Shia religious derivations are fool-proof and properly evidenced by years of research and counter questioning except that we have been kept in the dark that there are substantial counter arguments which have never been considered.  In the past we were not even able to counter argue against the derivation that women are ‘nakis e akal’ and we ended up passively believing  our women to be inferior to us while others encouraged their women to race forward in society, achieve the highest ranks and prove their equality in all spheres of life. Have we therefore not only failed Islam, our capability to think for ourselves and also failed our daughters and our sisters? 

Our failure to question the most baseless and unjust derivations has imposed on Islam a tag of being a religion that treats women as second class when the fault is ours for our passive acceptance of derivations, and not of Islam. Yet our leaders continue to impose on us their derivation based on altering and adding words in the Quran and we fail to display any courage to question anything that is derived even if it tantamount of child abuse as in the fatwa that allows men to copulate with infant wives using their thighs.

Islam has become a victim due to our blind following and men who regard women as nakis e akal have used it to keep women subjugated and for generations given fatwas allowing men to ‘marry’ hundreds of women in temporary marriage while the Quran has limited proper marriages to four wives. This in itself is evidence that Mutah is not in the Quran nor derived from anything in it. If it did then at least there would be a limit on temporary wives! My guess is that the studs who in the past forged lies in the books were pagans and they used the names of Muslim scholars to forge lies in to the books allowing them access to Muslim women especially those who were outcasts in those days lie widows and divorces. For these pagans a woman who was widowed was easy game as she had no other means of support for her children. Islamic welfare was never introduced properly and widows became targets for lusts of these men.

The fact is that  a totally fool proof case can be made from Islamic text that women have the same intelligence as men but even in the 21st Century we have those who insist in justifying  that women are Nakis E Akal. They don’t spare a thought that their claim actually is against the justice of God who would never ‘ill equip’ a human being with faulty intelligence because this would set her up be exploited by a superior and domineering gender. Needless to add that there are still those male religious figures who will quote  ‘evidence’ from by-gone Western chauvinists, often from the Victorian era, who measured the volume of women’s heads and concluded that women were proven to have less brain volume and therefore less intelligent. To them it is of no consequence that intelligence is to do with the ever developing neuron network in the brain and nothing to do with the volume of the brain.

Often we don’t think of the consequence of our passive acceptance of derived Islam. Forget the fact that statically Muslim women are the lowest achieves in the UK or that our ‘Islam’ does  not allow women to be judges. The matter is much more basic than these. The fact that Muslim women are not even allowed to give divorce to their husbands highlights the level of injustice in marriages women face. This is true even if the husband is a drunk, an adulterer or a wife or child-beater. However, a man is, according to our ‘islamic’ derivations, able to divorce at will. The disparity in the ‘islamic’ laws show not only inequality but also the total disregard to a women when  a man decides to divorce and quickly discard her out without even her right to redress anything. All she gets is the Mahr which was her marriage payment at the time she married him. In one case in Bangla Desh a woman was given a copy of the Quran and then discarded from her husband’s home as this was the Mahr of her marriage. Of course the Western media latched on it as it was fuel for them to continue to bash up Islam.

Against our male-centric derivations the fact is that verse after verse in the Quran give women much more than the Mahr in marriage and gives a lengthy legal process for divorce starting from arbitration, welfare of children, Ajar for wife and Idda for 3 months before even the first divorce is pronounced. This lengthy process in the Quran is there to support ‘reconciliation’  as ‘God does not like to see any relationship break asunder ‘when he united the hearts of the couple.’ It is not the fault of the Quran or of Islam that Muslim women are being summarily divorced, beaten under ‘Islamic law’ by some of their men folk, Muslim girls being mutilated through FGM, infants Muslim girls married off and Muslim widows & divorcees being exploited under male religious prostitution called Mutah. Not only is Islam a victim of male nonsense but its  women adherent  have been robbed of their power of intellect, right to be judges, right to be secure in marriages and right to their bodies without anybody having the right to contract it out for hire or sale on a temporary basis. 

