
más plausible y es que Jiménez de Rada quisiera conocer los recursos dialéc-
ticos de la teología musulmana empleados por Ibn Tūmart para defender su
propia fe frente al judaísmo y el islam. Lo que quedaría por explicar es por
qué entonces se seleccionó a ese autor y no a otros.

Cierto es que la iniciativa del mencionado arzobispo pudo bien haber pre-
tendido la consolidación de sus propias posiciones dentro de los debates teo-
lógicos del cristianismo de su época. Pero las circunstancias políticas de ese
mismo tiempo, en las que la máxima era “conocer para defender” hacen difícil
descartar que hubiera otras razones y que estas últimas no tuvieran igual o
mayor peso en la decisión. Creemos que la iniciativa de traducir un tratado
teológico que no sólo sirve de base a una determinada concepción de la uni-
cidad divina, sino que también constituyó el fundamento programático del
establecimiento de un imperio tan pujante como el almohade, estuvo motivada
por razones apologéticas y defensivas frente al enemigo exterior.

Es decir, nos inclinamos a considerar que la principal razón que llevó a
un arzobispo, a un arcediano y a un canónigo a implicarse en la traducción de
los tratados teológicos de un sabio musulmán como Ibn Tūmart fue, ante todo,
el contexto bélico en el que se encontraba inmersa la Península ibérica en
aquel momento; un contexto en el que el enemigo musulmán había sido de-
rrotado por las armas pero no desde un punto de vista ideológico.

Dicho esto, no hay nada que nos impida admitir que las preocupaciones
teológicas que Carlos de Ayala atribuye al arzobispo pudieran ser compartidas
por otros contemporáneos suyos, pero la hipótesis que nos resulta más plau-
sible es la de una complementariedad entre las razones teológicas y las bélicas.
En caso contrario, va a ser muy difícil abogar por la “explicación alternativa”
que expone el autor en su libro en contra de otra explicación “circunscrita,
según él, al ámbito de las estrategias de apología y neutralización del islam”
(p. 101).

Mohamed BILAL AJMAL
Tetuán 

IBN ʻABD AL-BARR, Kitāb al-Tamhīd li-mā fī l-Muwaṭṭa’ min al-maʻānī wa-
al-asānīd, Bashar Awwad Marouf ed., 17 vols., London: al-Furqān Islamic
Heritage Foundation, 2017. 

This is a thorough critical edition of Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s (d. 463 H/1071
CE) Kitāb al-Tamhīd li-mā fī l-Muwaṭṭa’ min al-maʻānī wa-l-asānīd prepared
by Professor Bashar Awwad Marouf. It is presented in 17 volumes, the last of
which is devoted to the indices. Professor Marouf has spared no effort in gath-
ering and comparing numerous manuscripts containing the Tamhīd for this
edition, which includes a preliminary study (vol. I, p. 9-135) with a biography
of the author, a series of practical explanations about the book’s contents and
structure, as well as a convincing hypothesis about the true nature of the extant
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versions of this acclaimed work, which is considered one of the best com-
mentaries to Mālik’s Muwaṭṭa’.

In the Tamhīd, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr gathered the Prophetic traditions trans-
mitted by Mālik b. Anas (d. 179 H/795 CE) and discussed the issues raised
by these ahādīth from the point of view of legal doctrine. The purpose of Ibn
‘Abd al-Barr’s commentary was probably to present the Muwaṭṭa’ as a valid
ḥadīth reference in spite of its incomplete chains of transmission. According
to Jonathan Brown, who deals with the Tamhīd in his book The Canonization
of al-Bukhārī and Muslim (Leiden: Brill, 2007, 232-4), Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr suc-
ceeded in completing all the isnāds of the Muwaṭṭa’ except four, but would
not resort to the Ṣaḥīḥān (the collections of Muslim and al-Bukhārī) to bolster
the Tamhīd’s legitimacy because, in his own words, “Mālikis realized that the
Ṣaḥīḥayn were effectively built upon the Muwaṭṭa’”. Since the Muwaṭṭa’ was
prior to this “ṣaḥīḥ movement”, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s goal was precisely to adapt
Mālik’s work to the standards applied in the search of the canonical ḥadīth
and thereby demonstrate its validity as a hadīth compilation. 

According to Dr. Marouf, who bases his conclusions on an impressive
comparative study of manuscripts held in Rabat, Fez, Cairo, Istanbul, Dam-
ascus, Baghdad, Medina and Riyadh, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr first wrote his Tamhīd
in the form of drafts that could be copied and distributed immediately. At a
later stage, the matn, or body of the text, was modified and completed by the
author, introducing a series of changes that would be reflected in later versions
(see I, 19). The copies of the drafts, therefore, offer a first version (al-ibrāza
al-ūlā), while the final version (al-ibrāza al-akhīra) is to be found in later
copies such as the codices of the Köprülü Mehmet Paşa Library in Istanbul
(8 volumes) and some other loose volumes held in Cairo (Dār al-Kutub al-
Miṣriyya).

Several critical editions of the Tamhīd have been published in the past, of
which Dr. Marouf expressly refers to the 1988 edition by Wizārat al-Awqāf
wa-l-Shu’ūn al-Islāmiyya in Rabat. Other editions include one published in
2008 by al-Fārūq al-Ḥadīthiyya li-l-Ṭibāʻa wa-l-Nashr in Cairo, another issued
in 2010 by Dār al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyya in Beirut, and an electronic edition by
Markaz al-Turāth li-l-Barmajiyyāt in 2013, to which the editor refers only in
passing as subsequent editions (see I, 19). In the introduction to the edition
published in 1988 in Rabat, the editors (Muṣtafā b. Aḥmad al-ʻAlawī and
Muḥammad ̒ Abd al-Kabīr al-Kubrī) tell us that the edition is based primarily
on a manuscript kept in Istanbul, because it was the most complete copy, with
9 out of the 11 volumes preserved. While the name of the library is unfortu-
nately not given, it is probably the Köprülü (“mawjūda fī maktabat Isṭanbūl
bi-Turkiyā”, see page dāl). The manuscripts used to fill in the gaps in that
were those kept in the libraries of Rabat (the National and the Royal Li-
braries), one kept in Iraq, and one in the Qarawiyyīn Library in Fez. The 2008
Cairo edition by Yāsir b. Ibrāhīm is based on manuscript 13 jīm of the Mo-
roccan National Library (BNRM) in Rabat, along with the manuscripts in the
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Feyzullah Efendi library in Istanbul (Feyzullah 295, 468), various manuscripts
held in Cairo (Taymūriyya; Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya) and Medina, and, fi-
nally, the volumes in the Köprülü Library (Istanbul) as a last resort in the hi-
erarchy established by the editors.

Regarding these other editions, Professor Marouf points out that they gave
priority to the version reflected in the early drafts of the Tamhīd and their
copies, probably because the editors assumed that the oldest version would
be the one closest to the author’s will. Even though the Köprülü codices –
which contain the final version of the Tamhīd– seem to have been those em-
ployed by Wizārat al-Awqāf (1988) and al-Fārūq al-Ḥadīthiyya (2008), Dr.
Marouf suggests that the editors dismissed the variants included in these
codices held in Istanbul because they considered them to be scribal errors or
modifications, and were looking for the oldest version of the Tamhīd (al-
ibrāza al-ūlā) (see I, 19, 41). Dr. Marouf, by contrast, aims to recover for his
edition the so-called al-ibrāza al-akhīra, as his aim is to provide the reader
with a text closer to the final form allegedly sought by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr.

According to Professor Marouf, the volumes kept in the Köprülü Library
constitute the most complete testament to the final version, and therefore serve
as the basis for his edition. However, as there are only eight volumes available
out of the eleven originally written (1, 4, 6-11), other manuscripts containing
both versions have been used to fill in these gaps. The additional manuscripts
employed by Dr. Marouf are as follows: an additional volume held at the
Köprülü, along with those kept at the Feyzullah Library in Istanbul (295, 468);
the Topkapı Palace Museum in Istanbul (327); al-Maktaba al-Qādiriyya in
Baghdad (129); al-Maktaba al-Taymūriyya in Cairo (Dār al-Kutub al-
Miṣriyya, hadīth 292); Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya (hadīth, 315, 716); the Mo-
roccan Royal Library in Rabat (927/8, 4186); the BNRM (13 jīm, 3006-3008);
the Qarawiyyīn Library (4517, 177, 991); the Maktaba Ẓāhiriyya (Maktabat
al-Asad) in Damascus (322 hadith); the Maktabat al-Ri’āsa al-‘Āmma in
Riyadh (569) and the manuscript preserved in Medina (326). Sample pages
of all the manuscripts used are reproduced after the preliminary study and 
before the beginning of the Tamhīd, from page 136 to page 190.

According to the electronic resource History of Andalusi Authors and
Transmitters (3. Fiqh, p. 138; URL: http://kohepocu.cchs.csic.es/hata_kohe-
pocu), severa l remaining copies of the Tamhīd have been left out of this com-
parative study, such as the manuscripts held in Hyderabad (Sayeedia, 98, see
Ghouse, Catalogue of the Arabic, Persian and Urdu manuscripts in the Hy-
derabad Museum, Hyderabad: 1953, I, 176-7, n. 349); the Khizānat Ibn Yūsuf
in Marrakesh (see Fihris khizānat Ibn Yūsuf, Marrākush, 29, n. 460); Susa
(Brockelmann, GAL SI, 298); Tonk (T/611, see Khan, Catalogue of the Arabic
manuscripts. Arabic and Persian. Research Rajasthan, Tonk, 2 vols., Delhi:
1980-1983, II, 172-3, n. 842); the Library of the Museum in Kabul (87, see
Beaurecueil, Manuscrits d’Afghanistan, Cairo: 1964, 74, n. 24) and Kemankeç
Emir Hoca, in Üsküdar (53, see Defter, Estambul, s.d., 5). Hopefully future
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research and/or editions of these copies of the Tamhīd will reveal which ver-
sion is contained in each one.

The present edition follows the original order in which Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr
organized his Tamhīd: the chapters are ordered alphabetically by the first letter
of the name of each transmitter from whom Mālik b. Anas took the Prophetic
traditions included in his Muwaṭṭa’. The indices at the end are carefully pre-
pared, making it much easier to use the Tamhīd for research purposes, as was
Dr. Marouf’s intention (see I, 134). Each volume includes a table of contents,
but volume 17 is where we find the general indices: the index of traditions
(aḥādīth), in pp. 7-340; the index of narrations from the Companions of the
Prophet onwards (āthār), pp. 341-476; the juridical (fiqhī) index, pp. 477-
538, which is ordered following the traditional organization of legal works;
the index of sites and countries (al-mawāḍiʻ wa-l-buldān), pp. 539-581; the
index of rhymes (qawāfī), pp. 581-602; and a list of the sources and bibliog-
raphy employed (al-maṣādir wa-l-marājiʻ), pp. 603 to the end. If an objection
can be raised is that the page number where each index begins is not indicated
in the table of contents, which makes the search process somewhat more cum-
bersome.

To summarize, although the editions of single testimonies can also provide
us with new information on the transmission of the text, the relevant discovery
made by Professor Marouf and the quality of the ensuing critical edition con-
stitutes an improvement over the previous critical editions and brings us one
step closer to Ibn ʻAbd al-Barr’s own opinions. Interesting research can now
emerge from the analysis of the variants found in the different copies of the
Tamhīd. It is therefore an excellent contribution to the tireless efforts of Al-
Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation in preserving Islamic cultural heritage.

Adday HERNÁNDEZ LÓPEZ
ILC, CSIC

JUAN DE SEGOVIA: De gladio divini spiritus in corda mittendo Sarraceno-
rum, edición y traducción al alemán de Ulli Roth (Corpus Islamo-Ch-
ristianum, Series Latina, 7), 2 vol., Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2012, CIII
+ X + 945 pp.

The edition under review with its careful translation is dedicated to the
fifteenth-century bishop and writer John of Segovia and his lengthy treatise
“The sword of the Holy Spirit to be thrust into the heart of the Saracens”. It
opens with an introduction which is a monograph in itself.

After some general remarks the editor collects all available data of John’s
biography. Born around 1393, it remains unclear whether he was a converso
or descendant of a Christian family. He obtained his baccalaureus at the Uni-
versity of Salamanca between 1407 and 1418, and subsequently magister in
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