From Recommendation to
Verification
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Someone you trust may recommend a report or point you toward a
book. Their advice can save you time and open a door you might never
have found. If you later decide to pass the report on, a different job
begins. You need to find what the book actually says, who reported it,
and whether it supports the sentence you plan to write. A
recommendation can help while leaving a question open. The distance
between the two becomes clear when you write down what you
remember and return to the source to find that its wording is more

limited.

Imagine a short card with three lines. On the first, write how the report
reached you. On the second, record the passage you read yourself. On
the third, write down the question that remains after reading. You may
know a book's title before you find the passage, or find the passage and

still need to work out who spoke and who carried the words forward.



Leave the third line open when you need to. Whoever reads your card
can see where your knowledge ends and where your question begins.

They can pick up the inquiry beside you.

We will take this approach to a report told by Abu al-Walid. It gives us
something to consider about the responsibility of a student. Start by
identifying the person who tells the report and the people whose names
appear in it. Then follow the order of the actions he describes and pause
where his account pauses. Some questions may remain open. When it is
your turn to share what you read, begin with a sentence you can trace to

the passage.

The account begins with Abu al-Walid. He describes how Abdullah ibn
al-Mubarak pointed him toward four hadith reports from Muhammad
ibn Jabir. This opening gives you the name of the person who passed on

the recommendation, the name of the person from whom the reports



were said to come, and the number Abu al-Walid gave. These are useful
markers as long as you keep each name beside the action the account
assigns to it. Abu al-Walid is telling what he himself did, while Ibn al-
Mubarak and Muhammad ibn Jabir appear in his account. A reader who

skims the verbs can easily lose track of their different roles.

Abu al-Walid then says, in the account preserved by al-Fasawi, that he
went to Muhammad ibn Jabir and asked him. Pause at the act of asking.
Abu al-Walid had received a recommendation through Ibn al-Mubarak,
and he could identify who had passed it on. When he went to
Muhammad ibn Jabir, he put his question to the man from whom the
reports were said to come. The account describes two distinct steps.
That distinction matters as we read on, because knowing who asked

helps us identify who heard the answer and who can describe it.

Try drawing two short arrows as you read. The first runs from Ibn al-
Mubarak to Abu al-Walid and shows how the recommendation reached
him. The second runs from Abu al-Walid to Muhammad ibn Jabir and
shows where he took his question. These arrows are your reading aid.
They leave you ready to follow the answer and the difference Abu al-

Walid reports.



The difference Abu al-Walid records concerns the person from whom
Muhammad ibn Jabir transmitted. A quick reading of an account about
differing reports may suggest a disputed word in the text of a hadith.
Here Abu al-Walid directs our attention to its route of transmission. The
questions to keep in view are who was credited with passing on the
report and how that person was connected to the one who transmitted
it. Careful reading begins by identifying the sentence whose meaning

changes when that attribution changes.

It helps to distinguish the wording of a report from the chain by which
it was transmitted. The wording is what people pass on. The chain
names the people through whom it reached a later transmitter. Two
accounts can use similar words and give different routes to them. They
can also differ in some of the words they preserve. These are general

possibilities when reading historical reports. In this instance, the



surviving account specifies a difference in the route of transmission and
gives no text for the four hadiths. That sets a clear boundary for the

comparison.

The distinction matters when we write down what we have understood.
We can say that Abu al-Walid found a difference concerning the person
from whom Muhammad ibn Jabir transmitted, and we can refer readers
to the relevant passage in al-Fasawi. Identifying people whom the
passage leaves unnamed, or explaining what the difference means for the
authenticity of each hadith, would require further evidence. What
remains is a specific observation a reader can check. The account then
raises a question about Abu al-Walid’s response once he had located the

discrepancy.



Abu al-Walid says that he went to Abdullah ibn al-Mubarak and told him
what he had found. The difficulty thus reached the person who had first
passed on the reports, giving him an opportunity to respond to what
Abu al-Walid had discovered. The account is brief. It preserves the act of
telling and the reply Abu al-Walid received, while leaving the
circumstances of the encounter outside its scope. That is enough to see

the role of returning to the earlier transmitter.

Abu al-Walid reports a reply from Ibn al-Mubarak containing a
judgment and a statement that an error had occurred in those reports.
Care is needed with the pronoun here. The preserved wording uses the
third person. Turning it into an admission by Ibn al-Mubarak that he

himself made the error adds a meaning the text does not establish. We



can identify who replied and refer readers to his words. If identifying a
pronoun requires further inquiry, the question should remain visible

instead of changing a person’s role in the account.

Abu al-Walid closes the account by saying that he erased what he had
written. The act was his own, and it shows how he dealt with his notes
in this instance. The text leaves open what those notes looked like and
what became of the hadiths through other routes. As readers today, we
can ask what responsibility we bear when we discover a problem in
material we are preparing to share. We may revise what we write or
keep for use, and the evidence determines how precisely we can explain

the change.

After reading the account, you may find that your mind has supplied a
fuller scene than its words contain. You might picture the place where

the meeting occurred or wonder how the person who discovered the



error felt. Such questions arise from an understandable wish to bring the
past closer. Answering them requires material that preserves those
details. When a narrator is brief, some features remain unknown to us.
Accurate reading allows that uncertainty to remain visible without

preventing us from understanding the sequence described.

There is also a difference between locating a passage in a book and
evaluating the reports it mentions. Finding the passage in al-Fasawi
allows us to compare wording and check who is credited with speaking
there. A detailed judgment about the chains or wording of the four
hadiths would require identifying them, gathering their evidence, and
examining it. Each task has its own questions. A reference serves its
purpose by directing readers to a passage they can examine, with

conclusions proportionate to the evidence obtained from it.

For a modern comparison, imagine editing a school report and finding a
source whose author describes revising some information after making
an inquiry. This is a hypothetical example, with details we have supplied
for discussion. You could describe the revision that the source records,
then identify questions requiring further research. Adding a reason for
the revision would require evidence of that reason. Keeping information
and interpretation distinct becomes visible in the writing, so readers can
see what the source records, what you propose, and what remains

unanswered.



To try this approach yourself, choose a short passage from a book you
can consult and open a page headed “What have I checked?” Begin with
one sentence you want to use, putting your understanding into your
own words. Record the book’s title, author, volume, page, and the
edition you read. For a scanned file, add the file’s page number, which
may differ from the printed number. These details help you and another

reader return to the same passage later.

Divide the rest of the page into three areas. In the first, note what you

found in the source and the context that supports it. In the second, write
your inference and explain how it follows. In the third, record a question
you have yet to answer. Read your conclusion by itself, then return to its

evidence. Does the passage support that meaning? Have you turned a



statement about one person into a general rule? Have you assigned an
action to someone else? Revise the sentence if needed and explain the

change.

Return to Abu al-Walid’s account and fill in the record from the two
pages you read, comparing them with the passage in al-Fasawi. Separate
what you attribute to the account from your interpretation, and keep
identifying the four hadiths among the questions requiring further
research. Save the date and your corrected wording so that you can later
see how your reading developed. Further evidence may answer a
question or require another correction. Add a new entry with a

reference you can revisit.



