
 

 

A Brief Biography of Imām al-Tirmidhῑ raḥimahullah (d.279 AH) 

His name was Muḥammad ibn ʿĪsā ibn Sawrah ibn Mūsā ibn al-Ḍahḥāk al-Sulamī al-Tirmidhī, some have recorded his name as 
Muḥammad ibn ʿĪsā ibn Yazīd ibn Sawrah ibn al-Sakan. He was born in 210 AH in Tirmidh, which is in southern Uzbekistan. Near 
the end of his life, he became blind. Some have stated that this occurred near the start of his life, however, this seems 
inaccurate. Al-Dhahabī writes in Siyar, 13:270: 

ْ ْرْ ضْ أ ْْهْ ن أْ ْْحْ يْ حْ الصْ ىْوْ مْ عْ أ ْْدْ ل وْْ ْْلْ يْ قْ فْ ْهْ يْ فْ ْفْ لْ تْ اخْ  ْمْ ل عْ الْ ْهْ تْ ابْ تْ ك وْ ْْهْ ت لْْ حْ ر ْْدْ عْ ب ْ ْهْ ب ْ كْ ْفْ 
“There is a difference of opinion; it has been said that he was born blind, and the correct view is that he became blind later in his 

old age after travelling and writing aḥādīth” 

He was known for his prolific memory Al-Tirmidhī said as recorded by Al-Dhahabī, 13:273: 

يّْمنْلفظهْفنظرْفرأىْفْيديْورقاْكنتْفْطريقْمكةْفكتبتْجزأينْمنْحديثْشيخْفوجدتهْفسألتهْوأناْأظنّْأنْالجزأينْمعيْفسألتهْفأجابنيْفإذاْمعيْجزآنْبياضْفبقيْيقرأْعل
كْلّه ْقبلْأنْتجيء؟ْفقلتْحدّثنيْبغيرهْقالْفحدّثنيْبأربعينْحديثاْثمْْبياضاْفقالْأماْتستحيْمني؟ْفأعلمتهْبأمريْوقلتْأحفظه قالْاقرأْفقرأتهْعليهْفلمْيصدّقنيْوقالْاستظهرت 

ْفْحرفْ ْقالْهاتْفأعدتهاْعليهْماْأخطأت 
“I was on a journey to Makah, and so I wrote two volumes of the aḥādīth of a certain shaykh. Thus, I found him thinking that the 

two volumes are with me, so I asked him [to read the aḥādīth to him] and he agreed, suddenly I saw that the two volumes are 
empty white paper (Al-Tirmidhī had mistakenly brought the wrong two volumes). Thus, the shaykh continued to read to me 

verbatim when suddenly he looked at my hand and saw white paper. ‘Do you not have any shame from me?’ asked the shaykh, 
so I informed him of what had occurred and I told him ‘I have memorised all that you have read,’ so he said, ‘Read it,’ I read all 

of it and he did not believe me and said, ‘It is possible you learnt them (the aḥādīth) before you came?’ So, I told him, ‘Then 
narrate something else to me,’ he narrated 40 aḥādīth to me and then said, ‘Repeat them,’ I repeated all of them without 

making a mistake in a single letter” 

Ibn al-Athīr writes in Jāmiʿ al-Uṣūl, 1:193: 

ْْهْ ل وْْ  ْةْ ال ْ صْ ْدْ ي ْْهْ قْ فْ ْالْ ف 
“And he has in fiqh a capable hand” 

He passed away in 270 AH in a place called Būgh which is close to Tirmidh as preferred by Sh. Aḥmad Shākir, 1:91. Some have 
stated that he passed away in Tirmidh. Hence, Sh. Aḥmad Maʿbad states in his footnotes upon Al-Nafḥ al-Shadhī, 1:168 that it is 
possible he passed away in Tirmidh and was buried in Būgh. 

Prominent Teachers 

His most common teachers in the Jāmiʿ include (note: the numbering is colour coded; red is Ṭāhir al-Azharī, green is Dār al-Ta’ṣīl 
and gold is Sh. Shuʿayb): 

1) Qutaybah ibn Saʿīd (d.240 AH); from whom he narrates 601/605/600 aḥādīth 

2) Muḥammad ibn Bashār Bundār (252 AH); from whom he narrates 442/467/465 aḥādīth 

3) Maḥmūd ibn Ghaylān al-ʿAdawī (d.249 AH); from whom he narrates 292/303/300 aḥādīth 

4) Hannād ibn al-Sariy (d.243 AH); from whom he narrates 280/288/289 aḥādīth 

5) Aḥmad ibn Manīʿ (d.244 AH), the author of a Musnad; from whom he narrates 249/258/255 aḥādīth 

6) Muḥammad ibn Yaḥyā ibn Abī ʿUmar al-ʿAdanī (d.243 AH), the author of a Musnad, from whom he narrates 187/183 
aḥādīth 

7) Muḥammad ibn al-ʿAlā’ Abū Kurab al-Hamdānī (d.248 AH); from whom he narrates 179/178 aḥādīth 

8) ʿAlī ibn Ḥujr ibn Iyās (d.244 AH); from whom he narrates 174/172 aḥādīth 

9) ʿAbd ibn Ḥumayd (d.249 AH), the author of a Musnad; from whom he narrates 167/160 aḥādīth 

10) Isḥāq ibn Mūsā ibn ʿAbdillah Abū Mūsā al-Anṣārī (); from whom he narrates 99 aḥādīth 

Two of Al-Tirmidhī’s most prominent teachers were Imām al-Bukhārī and Imām Muslim. In fact, he writes in his Al-ʿIlal, pg.33: 

كْانْفيهْمنْذكرْالعللْفْالأحاديثْوالرجالْ والتاريخْفهوْماْاستخرجتهْمنكْتابْ"التاريخ"ْوأكثرْذلكْماْناظرتْبهْمحمدْبنْإسماعيلْومنهْماْناظرتْبهْعبدْاللهْبنْعبدْْوما
كثير ْأحدْأعلمْمنْمحمدْبنْومعرفةْالأسانيدْْْالرحمنْوأباْزرعةْوأكثرْذلكْعنْمحمدْوأقلْشيءْفيهْعنْعبدْاللهْوأبيْزرعةْولمْأر ْأحداْبالعراقْولاْبخراسانْفْمعنىْالعللْوالتاريخ

 إسماعيل
“And whatever is mentioned within it from hidden defects in aḥādīth, narrators and historical events, then it is that which I have 

extracted from the book ‘Al-Tārīkh’ [of Imām al-Bukhārī] and most of it is that which I have discussed with Muḥammad ibn 
Ismāʿīl, and from it is that which I have discussed with ʿAbdullah ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān and Abū Zurʿah. Most of it is from 



 

 

Muḥammad and a small portion of it is from ʿAbdullah and Abū Zurʿah. And I have not seen anyone in ʿIrāq nor in Khurāsān in 
knowing the hidden defects, historical details and knowledge of chains of narration more knowledgeable than Muḥammad ibn 

Ismāʿīl” 

ʿUmar ibn ʿAlak said as quoted by Al-Dhahabī in Tadhkirah al-Ḥuffāẓ, 2:634: 

ْ ْْفْ لْ ي ْ ْمْ لْ ف ْ ْيْ ارْ خْ بْ الْ ْاتْ مْ  ْ أ ْْلْ ثْ مْ ْانْ اسْ رْ بخ  ْسْ يْ عْ ْبي  ْ نْ اْسْ رْ ي  رْْ ضْ ْيْ قْ ب وْْ ْيْ مْ ْعْ تّ ْىْحْ كْ ب ْْدْ هْ الزْ وْ ْعْ ر وْْ الْ وْ ْظْ فْ ال ْ وْ ْمْ ل عْ ْالْ ىْف  ْين 
“Al-Bukhārī passed away and he did not leave behind in Khurāsān the likes of Abū ʿĪsā in terms of knowledge, memory, piety and 

ascetism, he cried until he became blind and remained disabled [through blindness] for a number of years” 

Al-Tirmidhī himself states as recorded by Ibn Ḥajar in Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb, 3:669: 

ْ ْالْ قْ  ْ ْتْ عْ فْ ت ْ اْان ْ م ْ ْرْ ث ْ كْ أ ْْكْ ب ْْتْ عْ فْ ت ْ اْان ْ "مْ ْليْ اعْ سم ْ إ ْْنْ ب ْْدْ مْ مح ْ ْل  ْْ"بي 
“Muḥammad ibn Ismāʿīl [al-Bukhārī] said to me, ‘That which I have benefitted from you is more than that which you have 

benefitted from me” 

In fact, he had reached such a stage that Imām al-Bukhārī also acquired aḥādīth from Al-Tirmidhī. Al-Tirmidhī clearly mentions 
that Al-Bukhārī acquired ḥadīth number 3727 and 3303 found in the Jāmiʿ from Al-Tirmidhī. He has benefitted from Al-Bukhārī’s 
insights in 114 places in the Jāmiʿ. Sh. ʿAbdullah al-Saʿd mentions in Al-Madkhal, pg.53 that a unique feature of Al-Tirmidhī’s 
quotations from Al-Bukhārī is that we find Al-Bukhārī’s comments, at times, to contradict one another, hence Al-Tirmidhī’s 
quotation is considered Al-Bukhārī’s final view. In fact, he states, pg.56: 

ْ "ْلْ لْ لْ عْ "الْ ْ"ْوْ عْ امْ ْ"الج ْ اباْ تْ كْ ْبْ ْ تْ عْ ي  وْْ  ْالثْ ْرْ دْ صْ مْ يْالْ ذْ مْ لتّ  ْ ان   هْ ذْ يْ مْ ل ْت ْْلّْ جْ أ ْْنْ مْ ْب ْ تْ عْ ي  وْْ ْهْ مْ ل عْ ْرْ شْ ن ْْنْ مْ ْوْ هْ ف ْ ْهْ ب تْْ كْ ْدْْ عْ ب ْ ْيْ ارْ خْ بْ الْ ْالْ وْ ق ْ ْلأ 
“And the two books Al-Jāmiʿ and Al-ʿIlal of Al-Tirmidhī are considered the second source for the statements of Al-Bukhārī after 

his books, thus he (Al-Tirmidhī) is the one who spread his knowledge and is considered from amongst his greatest students” 

However, this does not mean that Al-Tirmidhī agrees with all the conclusions of his teacher. Rather, at times, he disagrees with 
his ruling upon a ḥadīth or narrator. 

The Travels of Al-Tirmidhī  

There is some debate over when Imām al-Tirmidhī began his journey in search of knowledge. Ḥāfiẓ al-Mizzī writes that he only 
began searching for knowledge after 240 AH. He writes in Tahdhīb al-Kamāl, 1:401: 

ْ ْدْ عْ ب ْ ْتْ انْ كْ ْهْْ ت لْْ حْ ر ْْنْ إْ فْ  ْ عْ ب رْْ الأ   ين 
“Indeed, his travels in the search of knowledge was after 240 AH” 

While Sh. ʿAbdullah al-Saʿd is inclined towards this position, he himself admits that Al-Tirmidhī has narrated from the likes of 
Isḥāq ibn Rāhwayh who passed away before 240 AH. Ibn Ḥajar has also refuted Al-Mizzī in his Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb, 1:45 in the 
biography of Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad ibn Mūsā who passed away in 238 AH yet is considered a teacher of Al-Tirmidhī. Sh. Nūr al-
Dīn ʿItr gives preference that Al-Tirmidhī began travelling in 235 AH whereas Sh. ʿAddāb is inclined that his travels began after 
230 AH. However, it is important to note that this does not mean that Al-Tirmidhī began acquiring knowledge at such an age, 
rather, the discussion here is on when he began to travel in search of knowledge. 

Al-Dhahabī mentions that Al-Tirmidhī did not travel to Egypt and the Levant. 

Sh. Aḥmad Shākir writes in his Muqaddimah to Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī, pg.: 

ولكنّيْلاْأظنهْدخلْبغدادْإذْلوْدخلهاْلسمعْمنْسيّدْالمحدّثينْوزعيمهمْالإمامْأحمدْْْوقدْطافْأبوْعيسىْالبلدْوسمعْخلقاْمنْالخراسانيينْوالعراقيينْوالجازيينكْماْفْالتهذيب
ْبنْمحمدْبنْحنبلْولتجمْلهْالافظْأبوْبكرْالخطيبْفْتاريخْبغدادْ

“And indeed Al-Tirmidhī travelled to [various] cities and heard from a number of people from Khurāsān and ʿIrāq and Ḥijāz as is 
mentioned in Al-Tahdhīb, however, I do not think he entered Baghdād because had he entered it, he would have heard from the 
leader of the muḥaddithūn and their confidante, Imām Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad ibn Ḥanbal, and indeed Abū Bakr al-Khaṭīb would 

have made an entry for him in Tārīkh Baghdād” 

Both Sh. Nūr al-Dīn ʿItr and Sh. Ḥabībullah Mukhtār have followed Sh. Aḥmad Shākir in this assertion. However, Sh. Akram Ḍiyā 
al-ʿUmarī responds in Turāth al-Tirmidhī, pg.13: 

شيخاْمنْبغدادْوأقدمهمْوفاةْأربعةْتوفوا٣٨ْْْنتائجْواضحةْتثبتْعكسْماْذهبْإليهْالشيخْأحمدْمحمدْشاكر...فإنْالتمذيْروىْعنْْومنْتحليلْقائمةْالشيوخْهذهْتظهرْ
لإحتمالْالأقوىْأنهْهْأوْقبلها...وأماْعدمْوجودْترجمةْللتمذيْفْتاريخْبغدادْللخطيبْفا٢٤٣دخلْبغدادْبعدْوفاةْالإمامْأحمدْوفْسنةْه...وهذاْيدلْعلىْأنْالتمذي٢٤٣ْ

كْثيرةْأخرىْوأيضاْقدْاستدركْعلىْالخطيبْعددكْبيرْمنْالتاجمْمنْهمْعلىْشرْ كْماْسقطتْتراجم طهْفلْيصلحْخلوْ"تاريخْبغداد"ْترجمْلهْوسقطتْترجمتهْمنْالطبعةْالالية
قلْأنْيقتبْالتمذيْإلىْالكوفةْوواسطْويدعْبغدادْعلىْشهرتهاْوتألقهاْفْالديثْفْْمنْترجمةْالتمذيْدليلْعلىْعدمْدخولْالتمذيْبغدادْويدعمْذلكْالتأملْالعقليْإذْلاْيع

ْالقرنْالثالثْالهجري
“” 



 

 

The Books of Al-Tirmidhī 

Other than the Jāmiʿ, Imām al-Tirmidhī has written several other books including: 

1) Al-ʿIlal al-Ṣaghīr (العللْالصغير); this book is found at the end of Al-Jāmiʿ 

Ibn al-Athīr writes in Jāmiʿ al-Uṣūl, 1:193: 

ْ وْ   اهْ ي ْ لْ عْ ْفْ ق وْْ ْنْ ىْمْ لْ اْعْ هْ رْ دْ ىْقْ فْ ْي ْ لا ْْةْ نْ سْ حْ ْدْ ائْ وْ ف ْ ْهْ يْ فْ ْعْ جم ْ ْدْ ل"ْقْ لْ عْ "الْ ْابْ تْ كْ ْهْ رْْ آخْ ْف 
“And at the end of it is the book Al-ʿIlal, indeed he has gathered in it beneficial points, its value is not hidden upon he 

who comes upon them” 

2) Al-ʿIlal al-Kabīr (العللْالكبير); whilst this book has not been found, Abū Ṭālib al-Qāḍī (d.585 AH) ordered the book according 

to the chapters of Fiqh. This has been published.  

Sh. Ḥātim writes in Muqarrar al-Takhrīj, pg.90: 

كْبيراْمنكْلمْالإمامْالبخاريْفعامتهْعنهْوقليلْمنهْعنْالإمامْالدارميْ كْتابْجليلْحفظْلناْقدرا  عبدْاللهْبنْعبدْالرحمنْوالإمامْأبيْزرعةْالرازيْْ–وهو
“It is a magnificent book, it has preserved for us a large portion of the statements of Imām al-Bukhārī for the majority of 

it is from him and a small portion of it is from Imām al-Dārimī - ʿAbdullah ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān and Imām Abū Zurʿah” 

3) Al-Shamā’il al-Nabawiyyah (الشمائلْالنبوية); this book has been printed 

The following are books of Al-Tirmidhī that have not yet been found: 

4) Kitāb al-Zuhd (كتابْالزهد) 

5) Al-Tārīkh (التاريخ) 

6) Al-Asmā’ wa’l-Kunā (الأسماءْوالكنى) 

7) Kitāb al-Tafsīr (كتابْالتفسير) 

8) Al-Rubāʿiyyāt fi’l Ḥadīth (الرباعياتْفْالديث); Al-ʿUmarī explains in Turāth al-Tirmidhī, pg.15 that this book was not written 

by Al-Tirmidhī, but rather by Ḥāfiẓ Yūsuf ibn Shāhīn who compiled it from the Jāmiʿ 

9) Kitāb fi’l Jarḥ wa’l-Taʿdīl (كتابْفْالجرحْوالتعديل); Al-ʿUmarī explains in Turāth al-Tirmidhī, pg.14 that this is not a book and, 

rather, Al-Khalīlī simply states that Al-Tirmidhī has spoken on the field of Al-Jarḥ wa’l-Taʿdīl. Later scholars misunderstood 
this to mean that he has written a book on the topic. 

10) Kitāb fi’l Āthār al-Mawqūfah ( وقوفةكتابْفْالآثارْالم ) 

Imām al-Tirmidhī’s Madhhab 

Sh. Nūr al-Dīn ʿItr states that Al-Tirmidhī regularly refers to a group of scholars as ‘our fellows’ (أصحابنا). He states that upon closer 

inspection we realise that Al-Tirmidhī follows the opinions of the Mujtahid Fuqahā from the scholars of ḥadīth, such as Imām 
Mālik, Imām al-Shāfiʿī, Imām Aḥmad and Imām Isḥāq ibn Rāhwayh. He writes in Muwāzanah, pg.389: 

ْ عْ أ ْْةْ مْ لْ كْ الْ ْهْ ذْ ب ْ ْمْ هْ دْ ي رْْ ي ْْهْ ن بْأ ْ ْحْ ي رْْ اْصْ ذْ هْ وْ  ْ ث دّْْ حْ مْ الْ ْاءْ هْ قْ ف ْ ْني  ْ التْ وْ ْقْ ابْ السْ ْالْ ثْ مْ الْ ْكْ ل ذْْ ل ْْلْ دْ ي ْْنْ ي رْ وْْ كْ ذْ مْ الْ ْصْ وْ صْ خْ ْسْ ي لْ وْْ ْين  ْْدْ حم ْ أ وْْ ْيْ عْ افْ اْالشْ نْ اب ْ حْ صْ "أْ ْةْ ارْ بْ عْ الْ ْهْ ذْ هْ ْلْ ثْ مْ ْتْ اءْ جْ ْكْ ل ذْْ كْ و ْْال 
ْ اقْ حْ سْ إ وْْ  ْ"اسْ النْ ْمْ ؤْ ي ْ ْثم ْ ْْةْ ضْ ي رْْ فْ يْالْ ل ّْصْ ي ْْيْ ذْ الْ ْبْ "باْ ْ"ْف 

“And this is explicit in that he intends with this statement (i.e. aṣḥābunā) the fuqahā from the muḥaddithūn, and it is not 
specified to those mentioned, the above and coming examples indicate towards this, and similarly a statement like this has also 

come ‘Our companions Al-Shāfiʿī and Aḥmad and Isḥāq’ in the chapter of the one who reads a farḍ ṣalāh and then leads the 
people” 

A clear indication that Al-Tirmidhī did not always follow Imām al-Shāfiʿī is the following section of the Jāmiʿ: 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Sh. Yūsuf Bannūrī agrees as he writes, pg.323: 

منتسبانْإلىْأحمدْوإسحاقْوكذلكْابنْْاختلفتْالآراءْفْأبيْعيسىْالتمذيْوالذيْذكرهْالشاهْولْاللهْالدهلويْفْ"الإنصاف"ْماْنصهْ"وأماْأبوْداودْوالتمذيْفهماْمجتهدانْ
كرْبالإلتزامْصراحةْإلاْمذهبهماْولمْأصادفْفْجامعْالتمذيْلهْرداْلكلمهماْفْحينْتجدْرداْلكلمْْماجهْوالدارميْفيماْنرىْالخْوأناْأوافقهْفْالأولينْوماْيؤيدْهذاْأنهْلمْيذْ

كْلْمنْقيلْفيهْأنهّْشافعيْأوْأمكنْإدخالهْفْعدادْ لْأنهْالشافعيةْحتّْجعلْالبخاريْشافعياْبدليْالشافعيْوغيرهْفكْتابهْولذاْلمْيذكرهْالتاجْالسبكيْفْطبقاتهْمعْولوعهْباستيفاء
 تفقهْعلىْالميديْوالميديْتفقهْعلىْالشافعيْوماْأهونْهذاْالإستدلالْ

“” 

This is also the opinion preferred by Sh. Shuʿayb al-Arnaout, 1:58. 

Did Ibn Ḥazm label Al-Tirmidhī as unknown? 

Ḥāfiẓ Ibn Ḥajar writes in Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb, 3:669: 

عرفْالتمذيْولاْاطلعْْبنْحزمْفإنهْنادىْعلىْنفسهْبعدمْالإطلعْفقالْفكْتابْالفرائضْمنْ"الإيصال"ْمحمدْبنْعيسىْبنْسورةْمجهولْولاْيقولنّْقائلْلعلّهْماْوأماْأبوْمحمدْ
لبغويْوإسماعيلْبنْمحمدْالصفارْوأبيْالعباسْالأصمْْعلىْحفظهْولاْعلىْتصانيفهْفإنّْهذاْالرجلْقدْأطلقْهذهْالعبارةْفْخلقْمنْالمشهورينْمنْالثقاتْالفاظكْأبيْالقاسمْا

ْوغيرهمْوالعجبْأنْالافظْابنْالفرضيْذكرهْفكْتابهْ"المؤتلفْوالمختلف"ْونبّهْعلىْقدرهْفكيفْفاتْابنْحزمْالوقوفْعليهْفيه؟ْ
“As for Abū Muḥammad Ibn Ḥazm, then indeed he has proclaimed upon himself a lack of awareness, thus he states in chapter of 

inheritance from Al-Īṣāl: Muḥammad ibn ʿĪsā ibn Sawrah is unknown, and a speaker should definitely not say, ‘Perhaps he did 
not ” 

Ibn Ḥajar is referring to Al-Dhahabī who said regarding Ibn Ḥazm in Siyar, 18:202: 

 ن"ْابنْماجهْولاْ"جامع"ْأبيْعيسىْفإنهْماْرآهماْولاْأدخلْإلىْالأندلسْإلاْبعدْموتهماْذكرْ"سن
“He did not mention ‘Sunan Ibn Mājah’ nor the ‘Jāmiʿ’ of Abū ʿĪsā, for indeed he did not see them, and they did not enter Al-

Andalūs except after his demise” 

It seems that the first scholar to critique Ibn Ḥazm on this issue was Ibn al-Qatṭān in Bayān al-Wahm wa’l-Īhām, 5:637: 

 إنهْمجهولْجهلهْبعضْمنْلمْيبحثْعنهْوهوْأبوْمحمدْبنْحزمْفقالْفكْتابْالفرائضْمنْالإيصالْإثرْحديثْأوردهْ
“Some who did not research about him labelled him as unknown and that was Abū Muḥammad Ibn Ḥazm, who said in the 

chapter of Farā’iḍ from Al-Īṣāl after presenting a ḥadīth, ‘Indeed, he (Al-Tirmidhī) is unknown’” 

However, Sh. Akram Ḍiyā al-ʿUmarī seems inclined towards the position of Al-Dhahabī as he writes in Turāth al-Tirmidhī, pg.27: 

كْانْسننْالتمذيْعندْابنْْ–يعنيْماْبينهْوبينْالتمذيْْْ–ويلحظْأنْابنْحزمْروىْحديثاْعنْالتمذيْفْالمحلىْبإسنادْوصفهْبأنهْمظلمْ ولمْيتعرّضْللتمذيْبتجهيلْولاْغيرهْفلو
 مْالمظلحزمْمنْالطرقْالمعروفةْالمشهورةْلماْاضطرْلإخراجهْمنْهذاْالسندْ

“It should be noted that Ibn Ḥazm has narrated a ḥadīth from Al-Tirmidhī in his Al-Muḥallā through a chain of narration that he 
describes as oppressive – i.e. the section between him and Al-Tirmidhī [is oppressive] – and he did not engage in labelling Al-

Tirmidhī as unknown or anything else, hence, if Sunan al-Tirmidhī was available to Ibn Ḥazm through known and famous 
narrations, he would not have been forced to narrate it (the ḥadīth) through this ‘oppressive’ chain of narration” 



 

 

Sh. Al-ʿUmarī then states that considering that Ibn ʿAbd al-Barr had access to Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī and considering that Ibn ʿAbd al-
Barr was a contemporary of Ibn Ḥazm and someone from whom it is said that Ibn Ḥazm learnt the field of ḥadīth, it would make 
sense to say that Ibn ʿAbd al-Barr must have only had access to the book later in his life. Sh. Al-ʿUmarī goes on to state that it 
should be no surprise that Ibn Ḥazm did not have access to Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī considering that his contemporary Al-Bayhaqī also 
did not have access to the Jāmiʿ. However, we have explained in our biography of Al-Bayhaqī did have access to Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī, 
except that he did not have a narration of Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī. 

However, it seems that Ibn Ḥazm may have come across Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī near the end of his life as he states in his book Al-
Risālah al-Bāhirah, pg.50: 

ْوهذهْصفةْحفاظْالديثكْالبخاريْومسلمْوالتمذي...
“And this is the quality of the ḥuffāẓ of ḥadīth such as Al-Bukhārī, Muslim and Al-Tirmidhī…” 

Whilst the researcher of this book writes in the footnotes that he fears one of the scribes has made a mistake in accidentally 
adding the name of Al-Tirmidhī, the researchers of the Dār al-Ta’ṣīl print feel it is possible he came across the book later in his 
life. 

Was Al-Tirmidhī lenient in his assessment of ḥadīth? 

One of the most prominent claims against Imām al-Tirmidhī was that he was lenient in his assessment of ḥadīth. Scholars who 
made this claim include: 

1) Al-Dhahabī writes in Siyar, 13:274: 

كْدّرهْبأحاديثْواهيةْبعضهاْموضوعْوكثيرْمنهاْفْالفضائلْْفْ"الجامع"ْعلمْنافع ْوفوائدْغزيرةْورؤوسْالمسائلْوهوْأحدْأصولْالإسلمْلولاْما
“In the Jāmiʿ there is beneficial knowledge, deeply beneficial points and the essence of masā’il, and it is one of the pillars of 

Islām, if it were not for that which he has tainted with weak aḥādīth, some of which are fabricated and many of them are 
related to acts of virtue” 

He also writes in Siyar, 13:276: 

 يفْرخوْ"جامعه"ْقاضْلهْبإمامتهْوحفظهْوفقههْولكنْيتخّصْفْقبولْالأحاديثْولاْيشدّدْون  ف سهْفْالتضع
“His Jāmiʿ proves his scholarship, memory and Fiqh, however, he is lenient in accepting aḥādīth and is not strict, and 

his approach in labelling a ḥadīth as weak is soft” 

He writes in Mīzān, 3:407 in the biography of Katḥir ibn ʿAbdillah ibn ʿAmr: 

 لاْيعتمدْالعلماءْعلىْتصحيحْالتمذيْ
“The scholars do not rely upon the authentication of Al-Tirmidhī” 

However, Sh. ʿAwwāmah responds in Al-Kāshif, pg. that Al-Tirmidhī is following Al-Bukhārī in this ruling. This is also the 
response given by Sh. Khālid, 2:1102. Similarly, Sh. Aḥmad Shākir responds to this by stating, 2:362: 

ْمنهْفإنْتصحيحْالتمذيْمعتمدْعندْالعلماءْ ْوهوْغلو 
“” 

He writes in Siyar, 7:72: 

ْقدْيتخصْالتمذيْويصحّحْلإبنْأرطاةْوليسْبجيدْ
“At times, Al-Tirmidhī labels a ḥadīth of Ibn Arṭāt as Ṣaḥīḥ and that is not good” 

He writes in Mīzān, 4:416: 

 حسّنهْالتمذيْمعْضعفْثلثةْفلْي غتْبتحسينْالتمذيْفعندْالمحاققةْغالبهاْضعافْ
“Al-Tirmidhī has labelled him as ḥasan despite three [individuals] weakening him, thus one should not be deceived with the 

label of ḥasan by Al-Tirmidhī, thus upon researching, the majority of it is weak” 

2) Ibn Diḥyah () states as quoted by Al-Zaylaʿī () in Naṣb al-Rāyah, 2:217: 

ْوكمْحسنْالتمذيْفكْتابهْمنْأحاديثْموضوعةْوأسانيدْواهية
“And how many aḥādīth has Al-Tirmidhī labelled in his book as Ḥasan that are fabricated and have very weak chains of 

narration” 

However, Ḥāfiẓ al-ʿAlā’ī responds in his treatise Tawfiyah al-Kayl li Man Ḥarrama Luḥūm al-Khayl, 4:162: 

 فيهْمشهورْبالمجازفةْولاْيعتمدْعلىْقولهْوأماْماْذكرهْعنْابنْدحيةْفليسْبشيءْأصلْلأنْابنْدحينْهذاْمتكلمْ



 

 

“As for that which Ibn Diḥyah has mentioned then in reality it is nothing, because this Ibn Diḥyah is himself critiqued, [he is] 
famous for his extravagance and then is no reliance upon his statement” 

3) Sh. Nāṣir al-Dīn al-Albānī writes in Ṣaḥīḥ Sunan al-Tirmidhī, 1:9: 

 لولاْتساهلهْعندهْفْالتصحيحْع رفْبهْعندْالنقادْمنْعلماءْالديثْ
“If it were not for his leniency in authenticating with which he has been recognised by the scholars of ḥadīth” 

Ḥāfiẓ al-ʿIrāqī writes in his commentary upon Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī as quoted by Sh. Nūr al-Dīn ʿItr, pg.268: 

 وماْنقلهْعنْالعلماءْمنْأنهمْلاْيعتمدونْعلىْتصحيحْالتمذيْليسْبجيدْوماْزالْالناسْيعتمدونْتصحيحهْ
“And that which he (Al-Dhahabī) has recorded that they do not rely upon the authentication of Al-Tirmidhī is not good, and the 

people have continued to rely upon his authentication” 

Sh. Anwar Shāh Kashmīrī writes in Fayḍ al-Bārī as quoted by Sh. ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ in the footnotes of Thalāth Rasā’il, pg.95: 

 تمذيْفإنّْمبناهْعلىْالقواعدْلاْغيرْوحكمْالتمذيْمبنيْعلىْالذوقْوالوجدانْالصحيحْوإنْهذاْلهوْالعلمْوإنماْالضوابطْعصاْالأعمىولمْيحسنْالافظْفْعدمْقبولْتحسينْال
“And Ḥāfiẓ [Ibn Ḥajar] did not do well in not accepting the ruling of Ḥasan of Al-Tirmidhī, for indeed his basis was rules and 

nothing else, whereas Al-Tirmidhī’s rulings are based upon intuition and correct perception, and indeed this is the knowledge 
and indeed rules are the stick of the blind man” 

Sh. Durays concludes, 2:1542: 

كْانْمتساهلْب فيماْحسّنهْلأنهّْأبانْعنْنفسْالقدرْوالذيْيتجحْلديّْأنّْالإمامْالتمذيْلديهْتساهلْفْتصحيحْبعضْالأحاديثكْماْظهرْلناْفيماْسلفْمنْأمثلةْولاْأرىْأنهّ
ثمْينبغيْأنْي علمْأنّْوصفْالتمذيْبالتساهلْفْبعضْماْيصححهْأوْْشرطهْفْالسنْأنهْيشملْحديثْالراويْالذيْلاْيحتجْبماْينفردْبهْإذاْسلمْمنْالشذوذْوكانتْلهْشواهد...

كْلهاْبزعمْأنهّْمتساهلْعلىْالدوام  يحسّنهْلاْيعنيْهدرْأحكامه
“” 

Sh. Saʿd al-Ḥumayyid’s conclusion also seems to agree with this in his Fatāwā Ḥadīthiyyah, pg.109. 

Sh. Ḥātim explains that Al-Tirmidhī’s leniency was only in relation to the scholars of his time. He writes in Muqarrar al-Takhrīj, 
pg. 

كْبارْالنقادْفهوْتسْ اْولاْيفقدهْاهلْنسبيْوليسْمطلقاْولاْمنهجيأماْاتهامهْبالتساهلْفلْيعنيْإهدارْأحكامهْولكنّهْيعنيْأنهّْأكثرْخطأْفْالتصحيحْوالتحسينْبالنسبةْلأقرانهْمن
ْاستحقاقْالإعتمادْعندْعدمْوجودْدليلْيالفه

“As for the accusation that he is lenient, then this does not mean that his rulings should be abandoned, rather it means that he 
has made more mistakes in labelling a ḥadīth as Ṣaḥīḥ and Ḥasan in comparison to his contemporaries” 

A clear indication of how Al-Tirmidhī’s rulings are taken into consideration is how Al-Mizzī quotes the ruling of Al-Tirmidhī for 
each ḥadīth in Tuḥfah al-Ashrāf as does Ibn al-Mulaqqin in Al-Badr al-Munīr. 

A Brief Introduction to the Jāmiʿ of Al-Tirmidhī 

There is much debate over the name of the book, the differences may be summarised as follows: 

Name Preferred by 

 

Al-Jāmiʿ (الجامع) 
Al-Idrīsī (), Ghunjār al-Bukhārī ()[Al-Taqyīd, pg.97], Abū Ṭālib al-Qāḍī (), Al-Samʿānī 
()[Al-Ansāb, 3:42], Ibn Mākulā (), Qāḍī ʿAyāḍ (), Ibn Jamāʿah (), Al-Mizzī (), Al-
Dhahabī () [Siyar, 13:274], Ibn Kathīr ()[Al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah, ], Ibn Ḥajar (), 
Ṣiddīq Ḥasan Khān (), Al-Kattānī (), Ḥājī Khalīfah () 

 

 

Al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr ( امعْالكبيرالْج ) 

This is the name found on the manuscript found in Paris with the handwriting of 
Al-Karūkhī. It is also the name found on the manuscript in the library of Lā lah lī 
with the handwriting of Ibn al-Jawzī. It is also the name found on the manuscript 
found in the library of Chester Beaty with the handwriting of Muṣṭafā ibn Ḥājī 
Qūtalmas. 

It is also the name given to it by Al-Maḥbūbī based upon the narration of Ibn al-
Athīr in Jāmiʿ al-Uṣūl who narrates the book from his teacher Al-Karūkhī to Al-
Maḥbūbī [1:202]. This is also the name preferred by Dār al-Ta’ṣīl [1:42]. 

Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaḥīḥ (ْالجامعْالصحيح) Al-Ḥākim (), Al-Khaṭīb (), Ibn al-Athīr [Jāmiʿ al-Uṣūl, 1:193], Ṣiddīq Ḥasan Khān (), 
Ḥājī Khalīfah (), Aḥmad Shākir () 

Al-Sunan (السنن) Abū Yaʿlā al-Khalīlī () 



 

 

Al-Jāmiʿ al-Mukhtaṣar min al-Sunan ʿan 
Rasulillah Ṣallallāhu ʿAlayhi Wasallam 

wa Maʿrifah al-Ṣaḥīḥ wa’l-Maʿlūl wa ma 
ʿAlayh al-ʿAmal  

الجامعْالمختصرْمنْالسننْعنْرسولْاللهْصلىْاللهْعليهْْ(
 )وسلمْومعرفةْالصحيحْوالمعلولْوماْعليهْالعمل

Ibn Khayr al-Ishbīlī () [Al-Fihrist, pg.152] 

Sh. ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ also prefers this in his treatise on the topic stating that this is 
the name found on the manuscript found in the library of Fayḍullah Effendī. Many 
later scholars agreed with the conclusion of Sh. ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ including Sh. 
ʿAbdullah al-Saʿd, Sh. Saʿd al-Ḥumayyid [Manāhij, pg.87] and Sh. Ḥātim al-ʿAwnī 
[Al-ʿUnwān al-Ṣaḥīḥ, pg.54]. 

As for when he completed the book, Ibn Ḥajar records in his Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb, 3:669 that he presented the completed book to 
various scholars in 270 AH, 9 years before his passing. Sh. ʿAwwāmah understands from this that he completed the book in this 
year. Al-Isʿardī also quotes in his Faḍā’il al-Jāmiʿ, pg.32 that Al-Tirmidhī completed the book on Eid ul-Aḍḥā in 270 AH. 

Sh. Saʿd al-Ḥumayyid also states the same and considers this to be a unique feature of Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī, he writes in Manāhij al-
Muḥaddithīn, pg.85: 

 فْالعلمْْْْوهذاْيعطيْالكتابْقيمةْفإنكْونْالإمامْيؤلّفكْتاباْفْآخرْحياتهْهذاْيدلْعلىْأنهْألفْالكتابْفْحالْنضجهْالعلميْوبعدْأنْرسختْقدمه
“And this gives the book value, for indeed the Imām having wrote the book near the end of his life indicates that he wrote the 

book at a time when his knowledge had matured and after his feet had become composed in knowledge” 

However, Sh. Shuʿayb al-Arnaout writes in his introduction, 1:70: 

 لتمذيكْتابْالجامعْسنةْخمسْوستينْومئتينْوكانْعمرهْإذْذاكْستْعشرةْسنةأنْأباْالعباسْالمحبوبيْقالْإنهّْقدْسمعْمنْالإمامْاْلكنْيدشْهذا
“However, what spoils this is that Abu’l ʿAbbās al-Maḥbūbī states that indeed he heard the book Al-Jāmiʿ in the year 265 AH and 

his age at the time was 16 years” 

Content of the Book 

Sh. Zāhid al-Kawtharī writes in the footnotes of Thalāth Rasā’il, pg.170: 

كْلّْماْذهبْإليهْذاهبْ  كْلتاْالطريقتينْوزادْعليهماْبيانْْوملمحْالتمذيْالجمعْبينْالطريقتينْفكأنهْاستحسنْطريقةْالشيخينْحيثْبيّناْوماْأبماْوطريقةْأبيْداودْحيثْجمع ْفجمع
أنهْْوفقهاءْالأمصارْواختصرْطرقْالديثْفذكرْواحداْوأومأْإلىْماْعداهْوبيّنْأمركْلْحديثْمنْأنهْصحيحْأوْحسنْأوْمنكرْوبيّنْوجهْالضعفْأوْْمذاهبْالصحابةْوالتابعين

ْمستفيضْأوْغريب
“The feature of Al-Tirmidhī is the combination of these two paths (the paths of Al-Bukhāri and Muslim and the path of Abū 

Dāwūd), thus it is as though he liked the approach of both Imāms and that ” 

Shāh Waliullah has stated similar in Ḥujjatullah al-Bāligah as quoted by Ml Abu’l Ḥasan ʿAlī al-Nadwī in Naẓarāt, pg.161. 

Ṭāhir al-Azhar writes in Al-Madkhal, pg.44: 

كْتابْروايةْوفقهْونقدْوتعليلْللحديثْْ ْ"الجامع"
“‘Al-Jāmiʿ is book of narration, Fiqh, critiquing and picking up hidden defects in ḥadīth” 

Sh. Saʿd al-Ḥumayyid writes in Manāhij, pg.94: 

ْجمعْبينْ"الصناعةْالديثية"ْوبينْ"الناحيةْالفقهيةْ"
“He combined between the art of ḥadīth and the art of fiqh” 

The book contains approximately 3,956 aḥādīth. 

Sh. Yūsuf Bannūrī outlines 10 unique features of the Jāmiʿ, pg.314: 

1) He covers 8 essential fields of the Sunnah; 1. Beliefs 2. Aḥkām 3. Tafsīr 4. Etiquettes 5. Sīrah 6. Virtues of the 
companions 7. Al-Targhīb wa’l-Tarhīb 8. Signs of the Day of Judgement 

Sh. Bannūrī writes: 

ْالكتبْالستةْكتابْالزهدْفْهذاْالجامعْليسْلهْعنديْنظيرْفْهذه
“Kitāb al-Zuhd in this Al-Jāmiʿ, for me, it has no parallel in any of these six books” 

2) He provides rulings upon aḥādīth, Sh. Bannūrī writes: 

ْرككْماْحققْبعضْالمحدثينهبْأنهْتساهلْفْالكمْغيرْأنهْرأيْإمامْحافظْثقةْمتفقْعلىْجللتهْوإمامتهْعلىْأنْتصحيحهْفوقْتصحيحْالاكمْأبيْعبدْاللهْفْالمستد
“Let us accept that he is lenient in his ruling, still it is the opinion of a reliable ḥāfiẓ Imām, ” 

3) He mentions the opinions of the Fuqahā and scholars of the past to such an extent that it almost suffices us from some 
of the books written on comparative Fiqh such as the book of Muḥammad ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī (), Abū Jaʿfar al-Ṭahḥāwī (), 



 

 

Muḥammad ibn al-Mundhir () and others. Similarly, it sheds light upon the positions of certain schools of thought that 
have become extinct such as the school of Al-Awzāʿī () and Sufyān al-Thawrī () 

4) He usually makes two chapters for each topic; in each chapter he presents the evidence of two opposing schools. Sh. 
Kashmīrī mentions that the first chapter is usually for the scholars of Ḥijāz and the second chapter is usually for the 
scholars of ʿIrāq. Of course, this is not a hard and fast rule, and, at times, the first chapter is for the evidence of all four 
schools of thought. 

5) Al-Tirmidhī at times mentions the actual names of those who are only found with their agnomens in the chain of 
narration. This helps in identifying narrators of ḥādīth. 

6) He has paid particular attention to discussing the authenticity of the aḥādīth that he presents with particular focus on Al-
Jarḥ wa’l-Taʿdīl, he discusses these aspects after presenting the ḥadīth. Sh. Bannūrī writes: 

كْافأْذلكْْوالإمامْالتمذيْلماْلمْيلتزمْشرطاْخاصاْفكْتابهْفْإخراجْالأحاديثْمثلْم اْالتزمهْالشيخانْالبخاريْومسلمْثمْالنسائيْوأبوْداودْبلْتوسعْماْلمْيتوسعْالبقية
ْببيانْدرجةْالديثْمنْالصحةْوالضعفْثمْبالكلمْمنْجهةْصنعةْالمحدثينْفْالرجال

7) He discusses unique aspects and beneficial points about a ḥadīth after presenting the ḥadīth, discussing whether the 
chain of narration is connected or broken or whether the narrator from the Prophet ṣallallāhu ʿalayhi wasallam is a ṣaḥābī 
or not 

8) He usually only presents one ḥadīth in each chapter with one chain of narration, however, he indicates to other narrations 

narrated by other ṣaḥābah on that particular topic using wording such as وفْالباب. Many scholars wrote books in which 

they attempted to source these narrations, including Ḥāfiẓ Ibn Ḥajar. Before him, Ibn Sayyid al-Nās in his 
commentary upon the Jāmiʿ and Al-ʿIrāqī in his commentary upon the Al-Jāmiʿ paid special attention to sourcing 
these narrations. Sh. Bannūrī states that he too had started writing a book in sourcing these narrations, this book 
was later worked upon by his son-in-law Maulānā Ḥabībullah Mukhtār, whose work was printed with the name 
Kashf al-Niqāb ʿAmmā Yaqūluhū al-Tirmidhī wa fi’l-Bāb. 

9) He provides explanations behind certain ambiguous aḥādīth, such as the ḥadīth that Allah the Almighty accepts 
ṣadaqah with His Right Hand. 

10) He usually presents a version of the ḥadīth that has some singularity so that he can discuss the singularity, he then 

indicates to the authentic versions through his statement وفْالباب 

Sh. Aḥmad Shākir mentions 3 unique features of the Jāmiʿ, 1:66: 

1) After narrating a ḥadīth of a chapter, he presents the names of the ṣaḥābah who have narrated a ḥadīth that fit under 
that chapter 

2) In most chapters he presents the various views of the fuqahā on that topic 

3) He pays special attention to mention the hidden defects of the aḥādīth that he presents 

Praise of the Book 

Al-Tirmidhī himself states as recorded in Siyar, 13:274: 

ْيتكلّمْفكأنّماْفْبيتهْنبّيْيعنيْ"الجامع"ْفْبيتهْْ–صنّفتْهذاْالكتابْوعرضتهْعلىْعلماءْالجازْوالعراقْوخراسانْفرضواْبهْومنكْانْهذاْالكتابْ
“I wrote this book and I presented it to the scholars of Ḥijāz, ʿIrāq and Khurāsān, thus they were happy with it, and he who has 

this book – i.e. Al-Jāmiʿ - in his home, then it is as though there is in his house a talking prophet” 

Abū Ismāʿīl al-Harawī states as recorded in Siyar, 13:277: 

كْلْأحدْ ْ"جامع"ْالتمذيْأنفعْمنكْتابْالبخاريْومسلمْلأنهماْلاْيقفْعلىْالفائدةْمنهماْإلاْالمتبحرْالعالمْو"الجامع"ْيصلْإلىْفائدته
“The ‘Jāmiʿ’ of Al-Tirmidhī is more beneficial than the book of Al-Bukhārī and Muslim, for indeed none can realise the benefits 

within them except a vastly knowledgeable scholar, [whereas] the benefits of Al-Jāmiʿ are reachable to everyone” 

Abū Bakr ibn al-ʿArabī writes in the introduction to ʿĀriḍah al-Aḥwadhī, 1:5: 

 ىْحلوةْمقطعْونفاسةْمنزعْوعذوبةْمشرعْوليسْفيهمْمثلكْتابْأبيْعيسْ
“And there is not in them (the other five famous books) the likes of the book of Al-Tirmidhī” 

Ibn al-Athīr writes in Jāmiʿ al-Uṣūl, 1:193: 

كْتابهْ"الصحيح"ْأحسنْالكتبْوأكثرهاْفائدةْوأحسنهاْترتيباْوأقلهاْتكراراْوفيهْم اْليسْفْغيرهْمنْذكرْالمذاهبْووجوهْالإستدلالْوتبيينْأنواعْالديثْمنْالصحيحْوالسنْوهذا
ْوالغريبْوفيهْجرحْوتعديلْ



 

 

“And this book of his Al-Ṣaḥīḥ is the best of books and the most beneficial and the best in terms of order and the least in terms 
of repetition, and in it is that which is not in other than it from the mentioning of the opinions of scholars and the methods of 

using evidence and elaboration of the types of ḥadīth such as Ṣaḥīḥ, Ḥasan and Gharīb, and it is [the field of] Al-Jarḥ Wa’l-Taʿdīl” 

The author of Nuzhah al-Khawāṭir explains that Shaykh Rashīd Aḥmad Gangohī would begin by teaching Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī before 
any other book, he would discuss all detailed issues related to the ḥadīth whilst commenting upon this book. Whilst covering the 
other books, he would simply refer to the discussion from the Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī lesson. The author of Nuzhah al-Khawāṭir writes 
as quoted by Ml Abu’l Ḥasan in Naẓarāt, pg.167: 

التعارضْوترجيحْأحدْالجانبينْوتشييدْالمذهبْالنفيْثمْيقرأْالكتابْالأخرىْ"سننْأبيْداود"ْوكانْيقرأْجامعْالتمذيْأولاْويبذلْجهدهْفيهْفْتحقيقْالمتنْوالإسنادْودفعْ
 فصحيحيْالبخاريْومسلمْفالنسائيْفابنْماجهْسرداْمعْبحثْقليلْيتعلقْبالكتاب

“” 

A uniquely beneficial aspect of the book is how it assists in identifying a narrator as a reliable narrator through an implicit manner. 
For example, if there is a narrator in the chain of narration that we do not have a ruling for and he is alone in narrating a narration, 

then Al-Tirmidhī’s labelling of the ḥadīth as حسنْصحيح would tell us that the narrator is a reliable narrator though not explicitly. 

This type of implicit authentication of a narrator (labelled Al-Tawthīq al-Ḍimnī) was often used by the likes of Ibn Daqīq al-ʿId and 
Ḥāfiẓ Mughlaṭāy. 

Methodology of the Book 

In terms of how he refers to chapters in his book, he does not use the work ‘Kitāb’, rather, he uses terms such as ‘Abwāb al-
Ṭahārah ʿAn Rasūlillah Ṣallallāhu ʿAlayhi Wasallam’. He usually presents one or two aḥādīth under each chapter which he labels 
‘Bāb’. A unique feature of the Jāmiʿ in comparison to the other five famous books is that Al-Tirmidhī pays special attention to 
mentioning the various opinions of the early Mujtahid scholars on the issue at hand. Ml Abu’l Ḥasan ʿ Alī al-Nadwī writes in Naẓarāt, 
that Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī may well be the first book ever written on comparative fiqh. 

In fact, his entire book is based upon those aḥādīth that are practised by the jurists. His opening lines in his Al-ʿIlal, pg. are: 

ْماْخلْحديثينجميعْماْفْهذاْالكتابْمنْالديثْمعمولْبهْوقدْأخذْبهْبعضْأهلْالعلمْ
“Everything that is in this book from aḥādīth have been acted upon and indeed some scholars have adopted it, except two 

aḥādīth…” 

One of the unique aspects of Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī is that in most chapters he presents the version of a narration that has some defect, 
either in its chain of narration or text, he does this to elaborate upon the defect found within the narration. After this he usually 
presents the correct version of the narration. Hence, Ibn Rajab al-Ḥanbalī writes in Sharḥ ʿIlal, 1:411: 

ماْفيهاْمنْالعللْثمْيبيّنْالصحيحْفْالإسنادْوقدْاعتضْعلىْالتمذيْرحمهْاللهْبأنهْفْغالبْالأبوابْيبدأْبالأحاديثْالغريبةْالإسنادْغالباْوليسْذلكْبعيبْفإنهْرحمهْاللهْيبيّنْ
ْأْبماْهوْغلطْثمْيذكرْبعدْذلكْالصوابْالمخالفْوكانْقصدهْرحمهْاللهْذكرْالعللْولهذاْتجدْالنسائيْإذاْاستوعبْطرقْالديثْبد

“And indeed, an accusation has been made against Al-Tirmidhī that in most chapters, he usually begins with a narration that has 
some singularity in its chain of narration, and that is not a defect, for indeed, he – may Allah have mercy upon him – explains 

that which is within it from the hidden defects and then explains the authentic chain of narration. And his intention – may Allah 
have mercy upon him – was to mention hidden defects, and for this reason you will find that when Al-Nasā’ī has gathered all the 
chains of narration, he will begin with that which is a mistake, after that he will mention the correct [version] that contradicts it” 

We have already discussed the conditions of Al-Tirmidhī in our discussion on Sunan Abī Dāwūd. However, Ibn Rajab adds in Sharḥ 
ʿIlal, 1:395: 

والديثْالغريبكْماْسيأتيْوالغرائبْالتيْْ–وهوْماْنزلْعنْدرجةْالصحيحْوكانْفيهْبعضْضعفْْ–واعلمْأنْالتمذيْرحمهْاللهْخرّجْفكْتابهْالديثْالصحيحْوالديثْالسنْ
ولاْأعلمهْخرّجْعنْمتهمْبالكذبْمتفقْعلىْاتهامهْحديثاْبإسنادْمنفردْإلاْأنهْقدْْولكنّهْيبيّنْذلكْغالباْولاْيسكتْعنهْْ–فكْتابْالفضائلْْولاْسيماْ–خرّجهاْفيهاْبعضْالمناكيرْ

الكلبيْنعمْقدْيرّجْعنْسيءْالفظْيرّجْحديثاْمروياْمنْطرقْأوْمختلفاْفْإسنادهْوفْبعضْطرقهْمتهمْوعلىْهذاْالوجهْخرّجْحديثْمحمدْبنْسعيدْالمصلوبْومحمدْبنْالسائبْ
كْثيْر اْومنْيغلبْعليهْالوهمْيرّجْحديثهْوعمنْغلبْعلىْحديثهْالوهمْويبيّنْذلكْغالباْولاْيسكتْعنه...والتمذيْرحمهْاللهْيرّجْحديثْالثقةْالضابطْومنْيهمْقليلْومنْيهم

ْاْبلْهوْأشدْانتقاداْللرجالْمنهْنادراْويبيّنْذلكْولاْيسكتْعنه...وأبوْداودْقريبْمنْالتمذيْفْهذ
“” 

The Position of the Book in Comparison to the Remaining Five Famous Books 

Sh. Nūr al-Dīn ʿItr feels that the position of the Jāmiʿ is immediately after Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī and Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim. He states in Al-
Muwāzanah, pg.61 onwards that Al-Tirmidhī narrates from the same narrators as Abū Dāwūd except that Al-Tirmidhī clarifies 
when a narrator is weak. However, Al-Dhahabī writes in Tārīkh al-Islām, 3:963: 

 والكلبيْوأمثالهماْْانحطّتْرتبةْ"جامع"ْالتمذيْعنْ"سنن"ْأبيْداودْوالنسائيْلإخراجهْحديثْالمصلوب



 

 

“The level of Al-Tirmidhī dropped from Sunan Abī Dāwūd and Al-Nasā’ī due to him narrating the ḥadīth of Al-Maṣlūb and Al-Kalbī 
and others like them” 

Sh. ʿAwwāmah responds to this in his footnotes upon Tadrīb al-Rāwī, 3:52 that Al-Tirmidhī has not narrated from Al-Maṣlūb 
except that he has clearly mentioned after it that the chain of narration is not authentic and that he has only narrated it to show 
the problem within the ḥadīth. The same also applied for Al-Kalbī. Hence, he concludes: 

طْفظهرْبذاْأنْالتمذيْماْروىْلهذينْالرجلينْاحتجاجاْواستدلالاْولاْمتابعةْولاْاستشهاداْإنماْروىْلهماْليبيّنْخطأهماْفيماْروياهْفق  
“” 

Al-Tirmidhī’s Usage of the Term حسن 

Al-Tirmidhī writes in his Al-ʿIlal, pg.75: 

اْأردناْبهْحسنْإسنادهْعندناكْلْحديثْيروىْلاْيكونْفْإسنادهْمنْيتّهمْبالكذبْولاْيكونْالديثْشاذاْويروىْمنْغيرْوجهْنحوْْوماْذكرناْفْهذاْالكتابْ"حديثْحسن"ْفإنم
 ذلكْفهوْعندناْحديثْحسنْ

“And whatever we label in this book as Ḥadīth Ḥasan, then indeed we intend that it’s chain of narration is Ḥasan according to us. 
Every ḥadīth that is narrated that in its chain of narration there is not a person accused of lying, and the ḥadīth is not Shādh, and 

it has been narrated in another manner similar to, then it is according to us Ḥasan ” 

We learn from this statement that Al-Tirmidhī’s definition for Ḥasan is only for his own usage and not the usage of the 
muḥaddithūn in general as stated by Sh. Khālid, 3:1047. Hence, for a ḥadīth to be labelled as Ḥasan according to Al-Tirmidhī, it 
must fulfil three conditions: 

1) There must not be a narrator in the chain of narration who has been accused of lying 

While this condition is true, it seems that Al-Tirmidhī does not limit himself to this. Rather, even if a narrator has not been 
accused of lying, but he has been abandoned by most of the scholars of ḥadīth, then too he will not label his ḥadīth as Ḥasan. 
Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1094: 

نْلكلْمحدثْضعيفْمهماْبلغْضعفهْإذاْلمْيكنْمتهماْبالكذبكْماْفهمْالافظْابنْرجبْوكذلكْلاْيمتنعْمنْتحسينْبعضْمروياتْْوبذاْيتضحْأنْالتمذيْلاْيحسْ
كْماْفهمْابنْالصلحْوبعضْالمعا كْمحمدْبنْعبدْالرحمنْبنْأبيْليلىْومجالدْبنْسعيدْوعبدْاللهْبنْلهيعة لخطأْمانعةْمنْْصرينْفليسكْلكْثرةْلالضعفاءْالموصوفينْبكثرةْالخطأ

النقادْيصفونهْبالتكْأوْبعدمْْْالتحسينْعندهْوليسكْلْضعفْدونْالإتهامْبالكذبْقابلْللتحسينْعندهْأيضاْوالذيْيظهرْلْماْتقدّمْأنْمنكْانكْثيرْالخطأْلدرجةْأنْأكثرْ
تركهْوإنماْهوْاختيارْبعضهمْفهوْعندْالتمذيْمقبولْمنْحيثْتحسينْحديثهْإذاْْكتابةْحديثهْوأماْمنكْانكْثيرْالخطأْوالنقادْمختلفونْفْالروايةْعنهْأيْلمْيتفقْأكثرهمْعلى

ْاستكملْالشروطْالمتبقية
“” 

Along with this Sh. Khālid confirms that Al-Tirmidhī has not labelled any ḥadīth as Ḥasan that has a narrator accused of lying, 
except two narrators: Al-Ḥārith al-Aʿwar and Kathīr ibn ʿAbdillah al-Muzanī. However, it seems that Al-Tirmidhī did not 
consider these to be accused of lying in his opinion. In fact, Ibn Rajab in Sharḥ ʿIlal, 1:397 defends Kathīr ibn ʿAbdillah by 
stating how a group of scholars have strengthened him as a narrator. 

Accordingly, it seems that Al-Tirmidhī has maintained this condition completely in his usage of Ḥasan.  

2) The narration must not be Shādh 

The discussion on Shādh can be found near the end of this book. However, it suffices to say that Al-Tirmidhī has chosen the 
interpretation of Shādh that means that the narration does not contradict stronger narrations, either in text or chain of 
narration. The reason why this interpretation of contradiction is better than interpreting Shādh as singularity is because if it 
were to be the latter, the third condition would become obsolete. Another reason why this interpretation is better is because 
Al-Tirmidhī refers to singularity with the term Gharīb.  

However, it is important to understand that the existence of a contradiction can be subjective. Hence, there are instances 
when other muḥaddithūn would label a ḥadīth as Shādh as they consider it to be contradicting authentic narrations, whereas 
Al-Tirmidhī manages to reconcile between them and therefore labels the ḥadīth as Ḥasan. An example is found in that he 
narrates the ḥadīth:  

ْحجاجْبنْأرطاةْعنْعطيةْبنْسعيدْالعوفْعنْابنْعمرْقالْ"صليتْمعْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلمْالظهرْفْالسفرْركعتينْوبعدهاْركعتين"
“” 

Al-Tirmidhī then comments: 



 

 

أربعاْوبعدهاْالضرْالظهرْهذاْحديثْحسنْوقدْرواهْابنْأبيْليلىْعنْعطيةْونافعْعنْابنْعمر...صلّيتْمعْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلمْفْالضرْوالسفرْفصليتْمعهْفْ
والسفرْسواءْثلثْركعاتْلاْتنقصْفْالضرْولاْفْْركعتينْوصليتْمعهْفْالسفرْالظهرْركعتينْوبعدهاْركعتينْوالعصرْركعتينْولمْيصلْبعدهاْشيئاْوالمغربْفْالضرْ

ْالسفرْوهيْوترْالنهارْوبعدهاْركعتين
“” 

This narration seems to contradict that which the reliable narrators have narrated from ʿAbdullah ibn ʿUmar raḍiyAllāhu 
ʿanhu that he said: 

ْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْ  وسلمْفلمْأرهْيسبّحْفْالسفرْصحبت 
“” 

Hence, many muḥaddithūn have labelled the first ḥadīth as Shādh as it contradicts this authentic ḥadīth, whereas Al-
Tirmidhī felt that the second ḥadīth is interpreted that the Prophet ṣallallāhu ʿalayhi wasallam acted upon a concession 
of not to perform the Sunnah ṣalāh, whilst in the first ḥadīth Ibn ʿUmar decided to practice upon that which is better. 
Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1129: 

تْفْقوتها...أخرجْعنْالعلءْبنْعبدْالرحمنْعنْأبيهْعنْأبيْفقدْوقفتْعلىْعدةْنصوصْيظهرْمنهاْأنْالتمذيْيميلْللجمعْبينْالمتونْالتيْيظهرْمنهاْالتعارضْولوْاختلف
ظْومعنىْهذاْالديثْعندْْهريرةْمرفوعاْ"إذاْبقيْنصفْمنْشعبانْفلْتصوموا"ْوقالْبعدهْ"حديثْأبيْهريرةْحديثْحسنْصحيحْلاْنعرفهْإلاْمنْهذاْالوجهْعلىْهذاْاللف

شيءْأخذْفْالصومْلالْشهرْرمضانْوقدْرويْعنْأبيْهريرةْعنْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلّمْماْيشبهْقولهمْحيثْْْبعضْأهلْالعلمْأنْيكونْالرجلْمفطراْفإذاْبقيْمنْشعبان
كْانْيصومهْأحدكم"ْوقدْدلْفْهذاْالديثْإنماْالكراهية علىْمنْيتعمّدْالصيامْلالْْْقالْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلّمْ"لاْتقدّمواْشهرْرمضانْبصيامْإلاْأنْيوافقْذلكْصوما

كْانْالديثْالمخالفْأقوىْإسنادْماْدامْالجمعرمض مكناْوبذاْيتضحْلناْأنْْْان"...وبماْتقدّمْمنْنصوصْيظهرْلناْبجلءْأنْالمخالفةْعندْالتمذيْلاْتضرْبالديثْولو
ْنتْعندْغيرهْشاذةالتمذيْلمْيحسنْحديثاْهوْفْنظرهْمنْقبيلْالشاذْوالأحاديثْالتيْذكرناهاْآنفاْليستْشاذةْفْنظرْالتمذيْوإنكْا

“” 

3) The narration must have corroboration through a supporting narration or something similar 

The first point that is important to understand is that the supporting narration does not need to have the same wording as 
the present ḥadīth. Rather, if it is similar in meaning, then it will be considered a supporting narration, enough to avoid 
labelling the current ḥadīth as Gharīb. Ibn Rajab writes, 1:384: 

كْماْفْحديثْالإسنادْيعنيْأنْيروىْمعنىْذلكْالديثْمنْوجوهْأخرْعنْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلمْبغيرْذلكْ ...المعتبْأنْيروىْمعناهْمنْغيرْوجهْلاْنفسْلفظه...وهذا
كْثيرةْجداْفْالسنّةْماْيدلْعلىْأنْالمقاصدْوالنياتْهيْالمؤثرةْفْالأعمالْوأنْالجزاءْيقعْعلىْالعملْْ بحسبْماْنوىْبهْوإنْلمْيكنْلفظْالأعمالْبالنياتْفإنْشواهده

ْمنْوجهْيصحْحديثْعمرْمروياْمنْغيرْحديثه
“” 

It is also important that not all the aḥādīth presented under البابْْوف  are worthy of being labelled as supporting narrations, 

even if that may be simply in meaning. Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1137: 

 بةْفْالمعنْىلاْيلزمْأنْتكونْالأحاديثْالمذكورةْفْالبابْمتقارْ
“It is not necessary that the aḥādīth mentioned under ‘wa fi’l-bāb’ are close in meaning” 

Another point that is important to understand is that multiple supporting narrations are not needed. Rather, one supporting 
narration will be sufficient. The supporting narration may simply be another chain of narration for the ḥadīth with the exact 
same wording. 

However, what is key about this condition is that it does not seem to be a condition that is required all the time. Rather, it is 
found most of the time. Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1147: 

 ذلكْالوجهشرطْ"أنْيروىْمنْغيرْوجه"ْهوْأغلبيْلاكْليْوالدليلْعليهْأننيْوجدتْالتمذيْحسّنْعدةْأحاديثْمعْتصريحهْبأنهْلاْيعرفْالديثْإلاْمنْ
“” 

As for why he labels the ḥadīth as Ḥasan despite it not having a supporting narration as required in his definition, then 
Sh. Khālid is inclined towards the opinion that Al-Tirmidhī feels that the chain of narration and the text of the narration 
is able to withstand the singularity and the flaws in the chain of narration and text of the narration are not that serious. 
He writes, 2:1156: 

كْاملْوكأنهْيرىْأنْالديثْإذاْلمْيكنْفْسندهْمتهمْبالكذبْولاْتوجدْلهْمخالفةْفْ السندْأوْالمتنْويكونْالديثْسنداْومتناْْوهذاْالشرطْالأخيرْلمْيلتزمْبهْالتمذيْالتزاما
 لْانعْمنْتحسينهْوهذاْظاهرْفْأغلبْالنصوصْالتيْذكرناهاْآنفاْفليستْتتضمنْأحكاماْشرعيةْتدلْعلىْالوجوبْأوْالرمةْوإنماْهيْفْالفضائيحتملْلذلكْالضعيفْفلْم

“” 

A few questions then remain: 



 

 

1) Does Al-Tirmidhī only label a narration as Ḥasan if it fulfils the conditions he has mentioned or is he more expansive in 
his usage? 

It seems that Al-Tirmidhī is mor expansive in his usage of the term Ḥasan. Hence, he also seems to label a ḥadīth as 
Ḥasan if: 

➢ There is some form of breakage in the chain of narration, even if all the narrators are reliable 

Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1159: 

كْلهمْثقاتْليسْفيهمْمنْضعّفكْماْيفهمْمنْشرطهْالأولْأنهّْيطلقْالسنْعلىْحديثْمنْلاْ ْأنهْحسّنْعدةْأحاديثْمعْأنْرجالْالسند يتّهمْْلاحظت 
ْيْواكتفائهْبالتحسينْفقطْهوْوجودْانقطاعْفْذلكْالسندبالكذبْوالثقةْلاْيوصفْبعدمْالإتهامْبالكذبكْماْرجحناْفيماْمضىْوسببْعدمْتصحيحْالتمذ

“I noticed that he labelled a number of aḥādīth as Ḥasan despite its narrators all being reliable, not a single one 
has been weakened as understood [to be a requirement] from his first condition that he will apply [the ruling of] 
Ḥasan upon the narration of the one who has not been accused of lying, and a reliable narrator is not described 

as being unaccused of lying as we have given preference in that which has passed. The reason as to why Al-
Tirmidhī does not label the ḥadīth as Ṣaḥīḥ and suffices with Ḥasan only is the existence of a breakage in the 

chain of narration” 

➢ That in which some of the reliable narrators have narrated to the Prophet ṣallallāhu ʿalayhi wasallam whilst other 
reliable narrators have only attributed to the ṣaḥābah 

Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1161: 

الديثْالمختلفْفيهْالذيْيروىْمرةْمرفوعاْومرةْموقوفاْأوْيروىْمرةْمتصلْْْ–كماْظهرْلناْمنْتحسيناتْالتمذيْالتطبيقيةْْْ–وماْيدخلْفْمفهومْالسنْ
ْمسنداْومرةْمنقطعا

“” 

➢ That in which Al-Tirmidhī has some doubt over its authenticity despite all the narrators being reliable 

Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1164: 

عمشْمرةْبالعنعنةْْوماْيؤكدْسعةْمفهومْالسنْعندْالتمذيْغيرْماْتقدمْفْالالتينْالسابقتينْماْيشكْفْتدليسهْويتددْفْثبوتهْمنْذلكْحديثْيرويهْالأ
ْعنْأبيْصالحْعنْأبيْهريرةْمرفوعاْ"منْسلكْطريقاْيطلبْفيهْعلما..."ْفقالْ"حسن"ْوإنماْلمْنقلْلهذاْالديثْصحيحْلأنهّْيقالْإنّْومرةْيقولْفيهْ"ح ْْدّثت 

ْعنْأبيْصالح ْالأعمشْدلّسْفيهْفرواهْبعضهمْعنهْقال:ْحدّثت 
“” 

2) Does Al-Tirmidhī’s definition and usage of Ḥasan correlate with what the later scholars termed as Ḥasan li Ghayrihī? 

It is famously understood according to the later scholars that Al-Tirmidhī’s definition of Ḥasan is what the later scholars 
refer to as Ḥasan li Ghayrihī. Hence, Ibn Ḥajar writes: 

 التمذيْعرّفْالسنْلغيره
Thus, we must briefly discuss whether this is accurate. To understand this further, it is important to understand 
that a ḥadīth should only be labelled as Ḥasan li Ghayrihī if we have two weak narrations that collectively support 
one another to become Ḥasan. Hence, Ḥasan li Ghayrihī is a ruling upon the text of the ḥadīth. This is whilst Al-
Tirmidhī’s definition of Ḥasan applies to the chain of narration, this means that, at times, he may label a ḥadīth 
as Ḥasan due to its chain of narration even though the text of the ḥadīth according to him is Ṣaḥīḥ. After 
presenting several examples, Sh. Khālid writes, 2:1178: 

يْعندْدراسةْالأحاديثْوهذهْالأمثلةْالستةْالسابقةْتدلْدلالةْصريحةْوواضحةْلاْلبسْفيهاْأنْالتمذيْيحسنْأحاديثْمعْصحةْمتونهاْعندهْوتأكدتْهذهْالقيقةْلد

٣حديثاْأيْثلثةْأرباعْ)٢٩٢ْالْفيهاْإنهاْحسنةْفقدْوجدتْالتيْق
٤

٪ْإماْصحيحةْأوْحسنةْلذاتهاْأوْلهاْشواهدْصحيحةْأوْحسنةْلذاتها٧٥ْ(ْماْحسنهْأوْيقاربْ

ْقالْفيهاْ"حسنْ"ْفهذهْالأحاديثْأعلىْمنزلةْمنْحديثْضعيفْتقوىْبضعيفْآخرْوقدْذكرتْأحاديثْهذاْالصنفْفْالمنزلةْالأولىْفْقائمةْالأحاديثْالتي

“” 

Al-Tirmidhī’s Usage of the Term ْحسنْصحيح 

One of the hugely debated issues in Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī is the issue of Al-Tirmidhī labelling a ḥadīth as حسنْصحيح. Considering that a 

 ḥadīth, one wonders how both terms could be applied to a single ḥadīth. Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ صحيح ḥadīth is of a lower level than a حسن

posits the concern in his Muqaddimah, pg.44: 



 

 

ْيْالجمعْبينهماْفْحديثْواحدْجمعْبينْنفيْذلكْالقصورْوإثباتهفْقولْالتمذيْوغيرهْهذاْحديثْحسنْصحيحْاشكالْلأنْالسنْقاصرْعنْالصحيحكْماْسبقْايضاحهْفف
“In the statement of Al-Tirmidhī and others, ‘This ḥadīth is Ḥasan Ṣaḥīḥ’ lies a problem. This is because Ḥasan is deficient than 

Ṣaḥīḥ as the explanation of which has passed, thus combining the two for one ḥadīth involves combining between a negation of 
the deficiency and the establishing of it” 

The scholars have attempted to give various responses to this conundrum: 

1) Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ states that the ḥadīth has two chains of narration; one is Ṣaḥīḥ and the other is Ḥasan. Hence, his intention 

is حسنْوصحيح. He writes, pg.44: 

حسنْصحيحْأيْإنهْْْوجوابهْأنْذلكْراجعْإلىْالإسنادْفإذاْرويْالديثْالواحدْبإسنادينْأحدهماْاسنادْحسنْوالآخرْاسنادْصحيحْاستقامْأنْيقالْفيهْأنهْحديثْ
 سنادْآخرحسنْبالنسبةْإلىْاسنادْصحيح ْبالنسبةْإلىْا

“” 

However, Ibn Daqīq al-ʿĪd responds to this by stating that there are many occasions when Al-Tirmidhī states ْْحسن
 .and then states that it is not known except through this chain of narration صحيح

2) Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ gives another reponse that Ḥasan here is in a linguistic sense, i.e. the ḥadīth has a good meaning, he 
writes, pg.44: 

 بعضْمنْقالْذلكْأرادْبالسنْمعناهْاللغويْوهوْماْتميلْإليهْالنفسْولاْيأباهْالقلبْدونْالمعنىْالإصطلحيْالذيْنحنْبصدده
“Some of those who said that intended with Ḥasan its linguistic meaning, and that is whatever the innate disposition is 
inclined towards, and heart does not reject it, not the terminological meaning that we are in the midst of [discussing]” 

However, Ibn Daqīq al-ʿĪd responds in Al-Iqtirāḥ, pg.240 that this would mean that a ḥadīth could be labelled as Ḥasan 
despite being fabricated simply because its meaning is good.  

3) Ibn Daqīq al-ʿĪd himself them provides a response that Ḥasan should only be viewed lower than Ṣaḥīḥ when it is 
presented alone. As for when Ḥasan is presented with Ṣaḥīḥ, then it is not considered lower than Ṣaḥīh. 

Accordingly, حسنْصحيح simply means Ṣaḥīḥ. Hence, he writes in Al-Iqtirāḥ, pg.241: 

لاْيشتطْفْالسنْقيدْالقصورْعنْالصحيحْوإنماْيجيئهْالقصورْويفهمْذلكْفيهْإذاْاقتصرْعلىْقولهْ"حسن"...فيصحْأنْيقالْْوالذيْأقولْفْجوابْهذاْالسؤالْإنهْ
ْفْهذاْإنهْحسن ْبإعتبارْوجودْالصفةْالدنياْوهيْالصدقْمثلْصحيحْبإعتبارْالصفةْالعلياْوهيْالفظْوالإتقان

“That which I say in response to this question is that it is not stipulated in Ḥasan the condition of being deficient from 
Ṣaḥīḥ” 

Ibn Ḥajar considers this to be one of the strongest answers as he writes in Al-Nukat, pg.283: 

ْوفْالجملةْأقوىْالأجوبةْماْأجابْبهْابنْدقيقْالعيد
“In summary, the strongest answer is that with which Ibn Daqīq al-ʿĪd has responded” 

4) Ḥāfiẓ Ibn Kathīr states that حسنْصحيح is applied by Al-Tirmidhī when the ḥadīth is somewhere between Ḥasan 

and Ṣaḥīḥ. Accordingly, حسنْصحيح is stronger than Ḥasan but lower than صحيح. He writes, pg.140: 

عندهْمنْالسنْْوالذيْيظهرْلْأنهّْيشرّبْالكمْبالصحةْعلىْالكمْبالسنكْماْيشرّبْال سنْبالصحةْفعلىْهذاْيكونْماْيقولْفيهْ"حسنْصحيح"ْأعلىْرتبة
ْودونْالصحيحْويكونْحكمهْعلىْالديثْبالصحةْالمحضةْأقوىْمنْحكمهْعليهْبالصحةْمعْالسن

“” 

However, Ibn Ḥajar responds in Al-Nukat, pg.281 that this would mean that there are three types of rulings upon a ḥadīth; 
Ṣaḥīḥ, Ḥasan and somewhere in between, whereas no scholar says this. Another problem with this position that Ibn Ḥajar 
has stated is that this would mean that there are very few authentic aḥādīth in Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī as most of the time Al-

Tirmidhī uses the term حسنْصحيح and rarely uses the term Ṣaḥīḥ. 

5) Al-Zarakshī posits the idea that Al-Tirmidhī labels a ḥadīth as حسنْصحيح due to the difference of the muḥaddithūn, with 

some labelling it as Ṣaḥīḥ and others labelling it as Ḥasan, hence his intention is حسنْأوْصحيح. He writes as quoted by Al-

Suyūṭī in Al-Baḥr al-Ladhī Zakhar, pg.1231: 

ْصحتهْأوْبالعكسويحتملْأنْيكونْالتمذيْأدىْاجتهادهْإلىْحسنهْوأدىْاجتهادْغيرهْإلىْ
“It is possible that Al-Tirmidhī’s deduction led to it (the ḥadīth) being labelled as Ḥasan and the deduction of others led 

to it being labelled as Ṣaḥīḥ or vice versa” 



 

 

Ibn Ḥajar states in Al-Nukat, pg. that this response is a good response, unless a ḥadīth is found which is agreed upon as 

Ṣaḥīḥ according to all scholars and despite that Al-Tirmidhī labels it as حسنْصحيح. He also states that another problem 

with this answer is that the apparent is that Al-Tirmidhī’s rulings upon a ḥadīth are based on his own deductions, not 
other scholars of ḥadīth. 

Nonetheless, Ibn Ḥajar would go on to adapt Al-Zarkashī’s answer into his own answer in Nuzhah. 

6) Ibn Ḥajar combines between the response of Al-Zarakashī and the response of Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ and states that if the ḥadīth 
has only one chain of narration, then it is a reference to the difference of opinion amongst the muḥaddithūn. In this 

scenario, حسنْصحيح is not as strong as صحيح.  

But if the ḥadīth has more than one chain of narration, then it is a reference to some of the chains of narration being 

Ḥasan and others being Ṣaḥīḥ. In this scenario, حسنْصحيح is stronger than صحيح. He writes in Nuzhah al-Naẓar, pg.61: 

بإعتبارْوصفهْعندْقومْْومحصّلْالجوابْأنّْترددْأئمةْالديثْفْحالْناقلهْاقتضىْللمجتهدْأنْلاْيصفهْبأحدْالوصفينْفيقالْفيهْحسنْبإعتبارْوصفْعندْقومْصحيحْ
كْماْفيهْحرفْالعطفْمنْالذيْبعده وعلىْهذاْفماْقيلْفيهْ"حسنْصحيح"ْدونْْْوغايةْماْفيهْأنهْحذفْمنهْحرفْالتددْلأنّْحقهْأنْيقولْ"حسنْأوْصحيح"ْوهذا

حيحْلأنْالجزمْأقوىْمنْالتددْوهذاْحيثْالتفردْوإلاْإذاْلمْيحصلْالتفرّدْفإطلقْالوصفينْمعاْعلىْالديثْيكونْبإعتبارْإسنادينْأحدهماْصْماْقيلْفيهْ"صحيح"
كْثرةْالطرقْتقوّيْ كْانْفرداْلأن  والآخرْحسنْوعلىْهذاْفماْقيلْفيهْ"حسنْصحيح"ْفوقْماْقيلْفيهْ"صحيح"ْفقطْإذا

“” 

While some later scholars preferred this response, including Sh. ʿAbdullah ibn Sālim al-Baṣrī, many contemporary 
scholars have refuted this response. Sh. Ḥātim writes in Sharḥ al-Mūqiẓah, pg.47: 

عرفهْإلاْمنْهذاْالوجه"ْإذكْيفْنقولْبتددْالتمذيْفيهْمعْالاتفاقْْثمْإنّْهذاْالجوابْيردّهْإذاْقالْالتمذيْعنْحديثْمتفقْعلىْصحتهْ"حسنْصحيحْغريبْلاْن
ىْهذاْالوجهْمنْالتغايرْالدقيقْعلىْصحته؟!ْوماْيردّْجوابْالافظْابنْحجرْأيضاْأنهْلاْيمكنْأنْيتصوّرْأنْلفظاْواحداْيستخدمهْالعالمْثمْيكونْلهْمعنيانْمختلفانْعل

كْماْفعلْفْالسنالغريبْثمْيكونْفيهْ)أيضا(ْمنْالغموضْم ْاْيصلْبهْإلىْهذاْالدْإذْإنّْهذاْعيبكْبيرْفْالتصنيفْوالتأليفْولوْوقعْمنْالتمذيْلبيّنه
“” 

Similarly, Sh. Ibrāhīm al-Lāḥim writes in Sharḥ al-Nuzhah, pg. : 

 وأبعدهاْمنْمقصودْالتمذيْْوفْنظريْأنهْأضعفْالأجوبةْ
“In my opinion, it is the weakest response and the furthest away from the intention of Al-Tirmidhī” 

7) Al-Suyūṭī provides a response that Al-Tirmidhī is attempting to state that the ḥadīth is Ḥasan li Dhātihī, but due to 
corroborating narrations it has become Ṣaḥīḥ li Ghayrihī. He writes in Al-Baḥr al-Ladhī Zakhār, pg.1241: 

 المرادْحسنْلذاتهْصحيحْلغيره
“The intention is that it is Ḥasan li Dhātihī [but] Ṣaḥīḥ li Ghayrihī” 

As we shall later see, the research of the students of Deoband incorporates this answer. 

8) Al-Suyūṭī responds with another possibility  

9) The view preferred by most contemporary scholars including Sh. Khālid al-Durays is that there is no difference 

between حسنْصحيح and Ṣaḥīḥ according to Al-Tirmidhī. Sh. al-Durays adds that the addition of غريب has no impact 

on the authenticity of the ḥadīth, rather, it is just Al-Tirmidhī attempting to show that there is some form of 

singularity in the ḥadīth. Accordingly, there is no difference between صحيح ,حسنْصحيح and ْحسنْصحيحْغريب in 

terms of authenticity. He writes, 2:1612: 

ةْأوْمنْحيثْتعددْْوبماْتقدمْذكرهْفْالوجهينْالسابقينْيتجحْلْأنْلاْفرقْبينْ"حسنْصحيح"ْوماْيقولْفيهْالتمذيْ"صحيح"ْأوْ"صحيحْغريب"ْمنْحيثْالمنزل
 يْقصدْالتفريقْبينهماْحقيقةالطرقْوعلىْهذاْفلْيصحْأنْيقالْ"صحيح"ْأصحْمنْ"حسنْصحيح"ْأوْالعكسْلعدمْوجودْأدلةْتدلْعلىْأنْالتمذ

“” 

He then states that the strongest answer seems to be that of Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ and Ibn Daqīq al-ʿĪd, though he prefers the 
answer of Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ as it takes into consideration the idea of corroborating narrations; a key concept of Ḥasan according 

to Al-Tirmidhī. As for the response of Ibn Daqīq al-ʿĪd that Al-Tirmidhī at times labels a ḥadīth as حسنْصحيح and then states 

that it is not known except through this chain of narration, then the answer to this is that Al-Tirmidhī intends by this that 
the ḥadīth is not known with this exact wording except through this chain of narration. He then proves this through 
several examples as Al-Tirmidhī narrates: 

ْعنْعبدْاللهْبنْمحمدْبنْعقيلْعنْجابرْبنْعبدْاللهْعنْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلمْقالْ"أيماْعبدْتزوجْبغيرْإذنْسيدهْفهوْعاهرْ"زهيرْبنْمحمدْ



 

 

Al-Tirmidhī labels this ḥadīth as حسن perhaps because Muḥammad ibn ʿAbdillah is weak. He then narrates: 

ْعنْعبدْاللهْبنْمحمدْبنْعقيلْعنْجابرْبنْعبدْاللهْعنْالنبيْصلىْاللهْعليهْوسلمْ"ْقالْ"أيماْعبدْتزوجْبغيرْإذنْسيدهْفهوْعاهرْ"ابنْجريجْ

Al-Tirmidhī labels this ḥadīth as حسنْصحيح. Thus, it seems that Al-Tirmidhī called it حسنْصحيح because it is حسن in 

consideration of one chain of narration and صحيح in consideration of the other chain of narration just as Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ has 

said. 

Sh. Durays’ conclusion is also what the students of Darul ʿUlūm Deoband concluded in their research on this issue. 
Hence, they have written, 1:18: 

قسامهْالمتنوعةْوهوْْكلْماْوصفهْالإمامْالتمذيْب "حسنْصحيح"ْينقسمْإلىْقسمينْرئيسينْ)ا(ْماْهوْصحيحْبالذاتْبأنواعهْالمختلفةْ)ب(ْماْهوْصحيحْبالغيرْبأ
ْالأغلب

ب "حسن"ْأوْ"حسنْغريب"ْوأماْقولهْ"صحيح"ْفقطْفلْيكادْيوجدْفْالجامعْوإنْوجدْْلاْشكْفْأنّْماْيصفهْب "حسنْصحيح"ْيكونْدائماْأقوىْوأعلىْماْيصفهْ
ْهشيءْمنْذلكْفلمْيلحظْفيهْالتمذيْشيئاْيميّزهْمنْ"السنْالصحيح"ْفلْيجزمْفيهْبقاعدمْمطردةْمنْأنهْأقوىْمنْ"السنْالصحيح"ْأوْدون

“Everything that Al-Tirmidhī describes as Ḥasan Ṣaḥīḥ divides into two main types: (a) that which is Ṣaḥīḥ li Dhātihī with 
its varying types (b) that which is Ṣaḥīḥ li Ghayrihī with its varying types, this is the most common usage. 

” 

It is also the view preferred by Sh. Ḥātim though his reasoning is slightly different as he claims that Al-Tirmidhī is simply 
following the muḥaddithūn before him in his usage of this term. He writes in Sharḥ al-Mūqiẓah, pg.49: 

"العللْالكبير"ْوعندْغيرهْإذنْفهذاْْْوالذيْأختارهْفْالجوابْعنْذلكْأنّْمصطلحْ"حسنْصحيح"ْموجودْقبلْالتمذيْعندْالبخاريْفيماْنقلهْعنهْالتمذيْي
قبلْالتمذيْبينْْْالإستخدامْموجودْقبلْأنْيكونْللحسنْمعنىْاصطلحيْلأنْالتمذيْهوْأوّلْمنْاستخدمْالسنْبالمعنىْالإصطلحيْوعليهْفعندماْجمعْالعلماء

لسنْبالمعنىْاللغويْوالذيْيدلْفْهذاْالسياقْعلىْمطلقْالقبول.ْوعليهْْال سنْوالصحةْلمْيجمعواْبينهماْوالسنْعندهمْمرتبةْدونْمرتبةْالصحيحْبلْاستخمواْاْ
كْانْيستخدمهْشيخهْالبخا كْما ريْوغيرهْْف "حسنْصحيح"ْقبلْالتمذيْتعنيْ"صحيح"ْولاْإشكالْفيها.ْثمْجاءْالتمذيْواستخدمْهذاْالمصطلحْ"حسنْصحيح"

كْانْاصطلحاْمستقراْقبلْالتمذيْواستخدمهْالتمذيْْفاستخدمهْبمعنىْ"صحيح"ْدونْأنْينقدحْفْذهنهْأنهْسي  ت  ع ا مل ْمعهْعلىْأنهْجمعْبينْمصطلحينْمتباينينْلأنه
كْانْعليه. يهْابنْوبذاْالتوجيهْيكونْالجمعْبينْوصفْالسنْوالصحةْمساوياْللوصفْبالصحةْفقطْوإنماْهوْتنويعْفْالعبارةْونحنْبذاْالتوجيهْنتفقْمعْتوجْعلىْما

 لذهبيْفْمساواةْهذاْالمصطلحْلوصفْالصحةْونختلفْفْتقريرْهذاْالتوجيهدقيقْالعيدْوا

“” 

Al-Tirmidhī’s Usage of the Term ْحديثْغريب 

Most contemporary scholars have agreed that when Al-Tirmidhī labels a ḥadīth as only حديثْغريب, then it is almost always a 

weak narration. Sh. Khālid al-Durays writes, 2:1085: 

ْافْ ي ْ عْ ضْ ْثْ ي دْْ ال ْ ْكْ ل ذْْ ْنْ وْ كْ يْ ْوْ لا ْإ ْْحْ يْ حْ صْ ْوْ أ ْْنْ سْ حْ ْةْ افْ ضْ إ ْْنْ وْ دْ ب ْْةْ ابْ رْ غْ ل بْاْ ْثْ ي دْْ ىْحْ لْ عْ ْمْ كْ اْيح ْ مْ لْ قْ ف ْ 
“Very rarely does he give the ruling of Gharīb upon a ḥadīth without adding Ḥasan or Ṣaḥīḥ except that the ḥadīth is weak” 

Sh. Ḥātim al-ʿAwnī writes in Sharḥ al-Mūqiẓah, pg.102: 

ْ ْنْ إْ فْ  ْ ْيْ ذْ مْ التّ   اْْضْ ي أْ ْْدْ رْ فْ لت ْ باْ ْهْ فْ صْ وْ وْ ْثْ ي دْْ ال ْ ْفْ يْ عْ ضْ اْتْ بْ الْ غْ ْكْ ل ذْْ ب ْْدْ صْ قْ ي ْ ْهْ ن إْْ فْ ْةْ حْ لصّْ باْ ْوْ أ ْْنْ سْ ل ْ باْ ْفْ صْ وْ الْ ْهْ ي لْ إْ ْْفْ يْ ضْ ي ْْنْ أ ْْنْ وْ "ْدْ بْ ي رْْ "غْ ْهْ نْ اْبأ ْ ثْ ي ْ دْ حْ ْفْ صْ اْوْ ذْ ع"ْإْ امْ "الجْ ْهْ ابْ تْ كْ ْفْ 
“For indeed, Al-Tirmidhī in his book Al-Jāmiʿ when he describes a ḥadīth that it is Gharīb without adding to it the quality of Ḥasan 

or Ṣaḥīḥ, then he usually intends by this weakening of the ḥadīth along with describing it as containing a singularity” 

Sh. Ḥātim then mentions that scholars who have mentioned this include Mughlaṭāy in his commentary upon Sunan Ibn Mājah. 

Sh. Saʿd al-Ḥumayyid writes in Fatāwā Ḥadīthiyyah, pg.116: 

 فإنهْيقصدْبذهْالكلمةْهذاْحديثْغريبْأيْهذاْحديثْضعيفْعرفْهذاْبالإستقراءْفكْتابهْ
“For indeed, he – may Allah have mercy upon him – intends with this statement ‘This is a Gharīb Ḥadīth’ i.e. ‘This is a weak 

ḥadīth’ this has been understood through complete research of his book” 

Does Al-Tirmidhī use حسنْغريب as a Reference to What the Later Scholars Labelled as Ḥasan li Dhātihī? 

Some contemporary scholars have held the opinion that considering that Al-Tirmidhī uses Ḥasan as a reference to Ḥasan li Ghayrihī 
due to the narration having multiple chains of narration, his usage of Ḥasan Gharīb is a reference to the ḥadīth being Ḥasan li 
Dhātihī: 



 

 

1) Sh. Nūr al-Dīn ʿItr writes, pg.171: 

 فإنهْغالباْماْيميّزْالسنْلذاتهْبقولهْ"حسنْغريب"ْ
“For indeed, he usually distinguishes Ḥasan li Dhātihī with his statement ‘Ḥasan Gharīb’” 

2) Sh. Shuʿayb al-Arnaout writes, 1:87: 

ْيميّزهْبقولهْ"حسنْغريب"ْموجودْفْ"الجامع"ْلكنهْرحمهْاْللهْ–وهوْالسنْلذاتهْْ–وهذاْالنوعْمنْالديثْالسنْ
“And this type of ḥadīth Al-Ḥasan – and that is Ḥasan li Dhātihī – is found in Al-Jāmiʿ, however he, may Allah have mercy 

upon, distinguishes it with his statement ‘Hasan Gharīb’” 

3) Sh. ʿAwwāmah writes in Tadrīb al-Rāwī, 3:18: 

ْلأنْالغرابةْتتنافىْمعْتعددْالطرقْ إذاْقالْحسنْغريبْفإنهْيريدْالسنْلذاتهأماْ
“As for when he says, ‘Ḥasan Gharīb’ for indeed he intends Ḥasan li Dhātihī, for indeed the ruling of Gharīb negates the 

existence of multiple chains” 

4) Sh. Nāṣir al-Din al-Albānī writes, : 

However, Sh. Khālid shows how only 21% of aḥādīth that Al-Tirmidhī labels with this ruling could be ruled as Ḥasan li Dhātihī. He 
concludes that in terms of authenticity, there is no difference between Al-Tirmidhī labelling a ḥadīth as Ḥasan and labelling a 
ḥadīth as Ḥasan Gharīb. Thus, the addition of the word Gharīb is just to show that there is some form of singularity in the narration. 
He writes, 2:1426: 

كْماْأنْفْْوالذيْأرجحهْأنْماْيقولْفيهْالتمذيْ"حسنْغريب"ْليسْأقوىْماْيقولْفيهْ"حسن"ْبلْفْبعضْماْيقولْفيهْ "حسن"ْماْهوْأقوىْمنكْثيرْماْيقولْفيهْ"حسنْغريب"
ْبعضْذلكْماْهوْأقوىْمنْبعضْماْيقولْفيهْ"حسن"ْومنْغيرْشكْيوجدْفكْلْالكمين:ْالصحيحْوالسنْلذاتهْوالضعيفْالمنجبْ

“” 

What is the Shortest Chain of Narration in the Jāmiʿ? 

Ibn Sayyid al-Nās writes in Al-Nafḥ al-Shadhī, 1: : 

ْأماْالثلثيْفلْنعلمْلهْفْجامعهْمنهْإلاْحديثاْواحداْ
“” 

Does Al-Tirmidhī have Partisanship against Abū Ḥanīfah? 

Since he is the student of Imām al-Bukhārī, he of course had some level of partisanship against Abū Ḥanīfah. However, this was an 
academic disagreement and not of a personal nature. The evidence behind this is that he quotes from Abū Ḥanīfah in his Al-ʿIlal, 
pg. : 

ْْرباح"حدّثناْمحمودْبنْغيلنْحدثناْأبوْيحيىْالمانْقالْسمعتْأباْحنيفةْيقولْ"ماْرأيتْأحداْأكذبْمنْجابرْالجعفيْولاْأفضلْمنْعطاءْبنْأبي

As for why he does not quote Abū Ḥanīfah explicitly except in a few rare instances, then Sh. Bannūrī quotes Sh. Anwar Shāh 
Kashmīrī, pg.320: 

 لمْيصلْإليهْمذهبْأبيْحنيفةْخاصةْبالإسنادْالموثوقكْماْوصلْإليهْمذهبْالشافعيْالقديمْمنْروايةْأبيْالسنْالزعفران
“The madhhab of Abū Ḥanīfah specifically did not reach him through a reliable chain of narration like how the old madhhab of 

Al-Shāfiʿī had reached him through the narration of Abu’l Ḥasan al-Zaʿfarānī” 

Sh. Bannūrī states, pg.320 that it is possible that he was influenced by his teacher Al-Bukhārī, who was influenced by his teacher 
Isḥāq ibn Rāhwayh, who was influenced in his partisanship against by Abū Ḥanīfah by his teacher ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Mehdī who 
had developed partisanship against Abū Ḥanīfah due to his teacher Sufyān al-Thawrī having an academic rivalry with Abū Ḥanīfah. 

The Manuscript of Al-Karūkhī 

One of the key issues with Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī is that a lot of discrepancies are found within the manuscripts when it comes to the 

rulings of Al-Tirmidhī. Whilst some manuscripts have حديثْحسن for a ḥadīth, other manuscripts have حديثْحسنْصحيح for the same 

ḥadīth. Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ writes in Muqaddimah, pg.38: 

ْ ْابْ تْ كْ ْنْْ مْ ْخْ سْ النْ ْفْ لْ تْ ت ْ وْ  ْ ذْ مْ التّ  ْ ْْهْ ب ْْكْ لْ صْ أ ْْحْ حّْ صْ ت ْْنْ أ ْْيْ غْ بْ ن ْ ي ْ ف ْ ْكْ ل ذْْ ْوْ نح ْ وْ ْحْ يْ حْ صْ ْنْ سْ حْ ْثْ ي دْْ اْحْ ذْ هْ ْوْ أ ْْنْ سْ حْ ْثْ ي دْْ اْحْ ذْ هْ ْهْ ل وْْ ق ْ ْيْف   ْْهْ ي لْْ عْ ْتْ قْ فْ اْات ْ ىْمْ لْ عْ ْدْ مْ تْ عْ ت  وْْ ْْلْ وْ صْ أ ْْةْ اعْ مْ بج 
The manuscripts of the book of Al-Tirmidhī differ in his statement ‘this ḥadīth is Ḥasan’ or ‘this ḥadīth is Ṣaḥīḥ’ and similar to 

this, thus it is appropriate that you correct your copy by [comparing it with] a collection of manuscripts and then rely upon that 
which they all agree upon“” 

Therefore Sh. ʿAwwāmah writes in the footnotes of Tadrīb al-Rāwī, 3:41: 



 

 

صحيحْحسنْصحيحْغريبْْوبناءْعلىْهذاْأقولْإنّْالدراساتْالمعاصرةْالتيْتتصلْبكتابْ"السنن"ْعامةْأوْبحكمْمنْأحكامهْلدراستهْمثلْحسنْأوْحسنْغريبْأوْحسنْ
إلىْنتائجْحاسمةْصحيحةْلأنهاْتقومْعلىْاعتمادْطبعاتْ"السنن"ْوليسْفيهاْماْيعتمدْعلىْأحكامْالإمامْالتمذيْلأنهاْغيرْْْ–فيماْأرىْْ–وهكذاْإنْهذهْالدراساتْلاْتصلْ

كْانتْدراساتْعلىْأرضْغيرْص لبةْولاْيزالْهذاْالكتابْالرفيعْالقدرْالعمدةْالجةْبحاجةْإلىْخدمةْلائقةْْمعتمدةْعلىْأصولْخطيةْموثوقةْمقروءةْعلىْأئمةْمعتمدينْفلهذا
ْبمقامهْالعلميْالرفيعْيعتمدْفيهْالقراءْعلىْأحكامْمؤلفهْالإمامْلاْعلىْأحكامناْ

“Based upon this, I say, indeed any contemporary research connected to the book Al-Sunan in general, or regarding a ruling 
from amongst its rulings such as Ḥasan or Ḥasan Gharīb or Ḥasan Ṣaḥīḥ [or] Ḥasan Ṣaḥīḥ Gharīb, etc. do not reach – in my 

opinion –reliable definitive results because they rely upon the prints of ‘Al-Sunan’, and there is not any from them (the prints of 
Al-Sunan) that can be relied upon for the rulings of Imām al-Tirmidhī because they (the prints) have not relied upon authentic 
handwritten manuscripts that have been recited to reliable scholars. Therefore, the research is not well-grounded. Thus this 

venerable, reliable and authoritative book remains in need of work that honours its high academic status in which readers [are 
allowed to] rely upon the ruling of its author, the Imām, not upon our rulings” 

Sh. ʿAwwāmah then praises the book of Sh. Khalid al-Durays ‘Al-Ḥadīth al-Ḥasan li Dhātihī wa li Ghayrihī’ since he has relied upon 
the most reliable manuscript of Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī. Sh. al-Durays explains in his book that he phoned his teacher Sh. Muṣṭafā al-
Aʿẓamī regarding the most authentic copy of Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī, he states that Sh. Muṣṭafā al-Aʿẓamī replied, 2:1015: 

ْ ْعْ امْ جْ ْخْ سْ ن ْْلْ ضْ فْ أْ  ْ سْالْ ي رْْ باْ ْةْ خْ سْ ن ْْيْ هْ ْفْ رْ عْ اْأْ مْ يْ فْ ْيْ ذْ مْ التّ  ْ ْهْ عْ ي ْ قْ وْ اْت ْ هْ ي ْ لْ عْ وْ ْيْ خْ و رْْ كْ ىْالْ لْ عْ ْتْ ئ رْْ قْ ْتي  ْ ْيْ اطْ يْ مْ الدّْ وْ ْيْ رْ ذْ نْ مْ ىْالْ لْ عْ ْةْ ءْ وْ رْ قْ مْ الْ ْةْ خْ سْ النْ ْنْ مْ ْلْ ضْ فْ أ ْْيْ هْ وْ ْهْ طّْ بخ  ْذْ يْ مْ ل ْت ْْنْ اْمْ مْ نه ْ لأ 
ْ ْةْ دْ وْ جْ وْ مْ الْ ْيْ خْ و رْْ كْ الْ ْةْ خْ سْ نْ ف ْ ْيْ خْ و رْْ كْ الْ ْذْ يْ مْ ل ْتْ  ْ ْيْ هْ وْ ْمْ دْ قْ أ ْْسْ ي رْْ باْ ْف  ْ ْةْ خْ سْ النْ وْ ْلْ صْ الأ  ْاهْ ن ْ عْ ْعْ رْ ىْف ْ رْ خْ الأ 

“The best manuscript of Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī in my knowledge is the manuscript of Paris that was read upon Al-Karūkhī, and upon it 
is his signature with his handwriting. It is better than the manuscript that was read to Al-Mundhirī and Al-Dimyāṭī for indeed 

they are from the students of Al-Karūkhī. Thus, the manuscript of Al-Karūkhī present in Paris is older and it is the original and the 
other manuscripts are derivations of it” 

Al-Karūkhī’s name was Abu’l Fatḥ ʿAbd al-Malik ibn Abi’l Qāsim ʿAbdillah ibn Abī Sahl ibn Abi’l Qāsim al-Karūkhī al-Bazzār. He 
passed away in 548 AH. He narrates the book from four students of Al-Jarāḥī (), the student of Muḥammad al-Maḥbūbī (d.346 
AH). Furthermore, not only would he narrate the Jāmiʿ from his four teachers, he would also write out the Jāmiʿ at a cost for those 
who wanted a copy. Hence, this copy in Paris is written with the handwriting of Al-Karūkhī. The notable scholars who acquired the 
Jāmiʿ from Al-Karūkhī include Ibn ʿAsākir (d.571 AH), Al-Samʿānī () and Ibn al-Jawzī (d.597 AH). 

Famous Narrators of the Book 

The famous narrators of the book are: 

1) Abu’l ʿAbbās Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Marwazī al-Maḥbūbī (d.346 AH) 

This is the most famous narration of the book. Al-Isʿardī writes in Faḍā’il al-Jāmiʿ, pg.42: 

ْومنْروايتهْاشتهر
➢ Abū Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Jabbār ibn Muḥammad al-Jarrāḥī al-Marwazī (d.412 AH) 

❖ Abū ʿĀmir Maḥmūd ibn al-Qāsim al-Azdī (d.487 AH) 

❖ Abū Naṣr ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz ibn Muḥammad al-Tiryāqī (d.483 AH) 

❖ Abū Bakr Aḥmad ibn ʿAbd al-Ṣamad al-Ghūrajī (d.481 AH) 

❖ ʿAbdullah ibn ʿAlī ibn Yāsīn al-Dahhān (d.412 AH) 

2) Abū Saʿīd Al-Haytham ibn Kulayb al-Shāshī (d.335 AH) 

He is the sole narrator of Al-Shamā’il al-Muḥammadiyyah. 

3) Abū Ḥāmid Aḥmad ibn ʿAbdillah al-Tājir al-Marwazī  

4) Abū Dhar Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm al-Tirmidhī 

➢ Yūsuf ibn Aḥmad al-ʿAtṭār (d.388 AH) 

5) Abū Muḥammad al-Ḥasan ibn Ibrāhīm al-Qatṭān (d.343 AH) 

6) Abū ʿAlī Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad al-Harawī (d.324 AH) 

7) Abu’l Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn ʿUmar ibn al-Taqī al-Samarqandī  

Famous Commentaries upon the Book 

The famous commentaries of the book include: 

1) ʿĀriḍah al-Aḥwadhī (عارضةْالأحوذي) by Abū Bakr ibn al-ʿArabī (d.543 AH) 



 

 

2) Al-Nafḥ al-Shadhī (النفحْالشذي) by Ibn Sayyid al-Nās al-Yaʿmurī (d.734 AH); however, he did not manage to complete this 

book 

3) Takmilah al-ʿIrāqī li Sharḥ Ibn Sayyid al-Nās by Ḥāfiẓ Zayn al-Dīn al-ʿIrāqī (d.806 AH), in this book Al-ʿIrāqī completed the 
commentary of Ibn Sayyid al-Nās. Al-Shawkānī benefitted a lot from this commentary in his Nayl al-Awṭār. In fact, Al-
Shawkānī writes describing the commentary of Ibn Sayyid al-Nās in Al-Badr al-Ṭāliʿ, 2:250: 

إليهاْالتمذيْبقولهْوفْالبابْعنْفلنْوفلنْإلخ...ولماْوقفتْعلىْالزءْْهوْمتعْفْجميعْماْتكلمْعليهْمنْفنْالديثْوغيرهْمعْالتزامهْلإخراجْالديثْالتيْيشيرْ
ْجمةْ)يعنيْابنْسيدْالناس(ْبدرجاتْْالذيْيليْهذاْالجزءْللزينْالعراقيْبرنْذلكْورأيتهْفوقْماْشرحهْصاحبْالتْ

“” 

However, Al-ʿIrāqī did not manage to complete the book though he covered a significant amount. Accordingly, his son 
tried to complete the book as did Ḥāfiẓ al-Sakhāwī, though these two books have not been found. 

As for Al-ʿIrāqī’s commentary, it has been worked on and should be printed soon. 

4) Sharḥ Ibn Rajab by Ḥāfiẓ Ibn Rajab al-Ḥanbalī (d.792 AH) 

This book was lost during the various invasions of the Tatars, except for his commentary upon Al-ʿIlal al-Ṣaghīr of Al-
Tirmidhī. Sh. Shuʿayb writes, 1:102: 

 ولوْس ل مْشرحْابنْرجبْهذاْمنْالضياعْلكانْفيهْغناءْأيْغناءْعنْالشروحْالتيْانتهتْإلينا
“And if this commentary of Ibn Rajab had been protected from destruction, it would have provided an independence, 

and what an independence! From all the commentaries that have reached us” 

5) Qūt al-Mughtadhī (قوتْالمغتذي) by Imām al-Suyūṭī (d.911 AH) 

This is a very brief commentary in which he has relied primarily upon Ibn Sayyid al-Nās and Al-ʿIrāqī. 

6) Tuḥfah al-Aḥwadhī (تحفةْالأحوذي) by Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Mubārakpūrī (d.1355 AH)  

This is one of the largest later commentaries upon the Jāmiʿ. He has placed a detailed introduction to the commentary at 
the start in which the first part is 336 pages and covers a description of various books of ḥadīth in a manner much like 
the book Al-Risālah al-Mustaṭrafah. The second part is approximately 150 pages and covers an introduction to Jāmiʿ al-
Tirmidhī. 

7) Al-Kawkab al-Durrī ( بْالدريكالكوْ ) by Sh. Rashīd Aḥmad Gangohī (d.1323 AH) 

8) Al-ʿArf al-Shadhī (العرفْالشذي) by Sh. Anwar Shāh Kashmīrī (d.1353 AH), compiled by his student Ml. Chirāgh 

9) Maʿārif al-Sunan (معارفْالسنن) by Sh. Yūsuf Bannūrī  

This book was incomplete as he reached until the end of the chapters of Ḥajj. A significant portion of it is taken from the 
lessons of Sh. Anwar Shāh Kashmīrī. He wrote the book as a correction of some of the points found in Ml Chirāgh’s 
compilation of Al-ʿArf al-Shadhī. The author pays special attention to refuting certain claims made by Sh. Mubārakpūrī. 
Sh. Shuʿayb writes, 1:105: 

كْ م لْهذاْالشرحْلكانْفرداْفْبابهْوأساساْومرجعاْللعلماءْوالمحدثينْفإنهْرحمهْاللهْأتىْفيهْبنفائسْولبابْأقوالْفحولْالعلماءْ ْوأغنىْعنْمطالعةْالأسفارْولو
“And if this commentary were complete, it would be unique in its field and a principle and a source for the scholars and 
muḥaddithūn, for indeed, he may Allah have mercy upon him has brought some beneficial points and the summary of 

the prestigious scholars and he has made us independent of researching the large tomes” 

Famous Prints of the Book 

1) Dār al-Gharb al-Islāmī print 

2) Mu’assasah al-Risālah print 

The principal manuscript that Sh. Shuʿayb relied upon is the manuscript of Al-Karūkhī. He also used five other manuscripts 
including one written by Ibn al-Jawzī and another found in Maktabah Sulaymāniyyah in Istanbul that was read to Al-
Mundhirī. However, not all of these manuscripts are complete.  Along with this, Sh. Shuʿayb states that he benefitted 
from Tuḥfah al-Ashrāf in establishing certain text. In the footnotes, Sh. Shuʿayb provides rulings upon the aḥādīth and, at 
times, explains the difficult words in the ḥadīth. 

3) Dār al-Ta’ṣīl print 

They have relied upon 12 manuscripts and taken support from 8 other manuscripts with their primary manuscript being 
the manuscript of Al-Karūkhī. From amongst their manuscripts was the manuscript of Maktabah Sulaymāniyyah in 



 

 

Istanbul, written by one of the teachers of Al-Mizzī, this manuscript was compared with the manuscript of Ḥāfiẓ al-
Mundhirī, Sirāj al-Dīn al-Bulqīnī and others. However, not all these manuscripts are complete. 

Along with this, they too have benefitted and compared with Tuḥfah al-Ashrāf along with many other commentaries of 
the Jāmiʿ and books written on the narrators of ḥadīth.  

They have a beneficial contents page at the end of the book of special beneficial points found throughout the book. 

[Al-Arnaout, ‘Muqaddimah Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī’, (Beirut: Mu’assasah al-Risālah), ][Maʿrūf, ‘Muqaddimah al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr’, (: Dār 
al-Gharb al-Islāmī, ), ][Al-ʿUmarī, ‘Turāth al-Tirmidhī al-ʿIlmī’, ()][Aḥmad Maʿbad, ‘Muqaddimah al-Nafḥ al-Shadhī’, ()][ʿItr, ‘Al-
Imām al-Tirmidhī wa’l-Muwāzanah Bayn Jāmiʿihī wa Bayn al-Ṣaḥīḥayn’, ()][Al-Durays, ‘Al-Ḥadīth al-Ḥasan li Dhātihī wa li 
Ghayrihī’, ()][Ṭāhir al-Azhar, ‘Al-Madkhal Ilā Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī’, ()][ʿAbdullah al-Saʿd, ‘Al-Madkhal Ilā Jāmiʿ al-Tirmidhī’, ()][Faḍl 
al-Raḥmān, ‘Hadiyyah al-Aḥwadhī’, (), ][Iyād al-Ṭabbāʿ, ‘Al-Imām al-Tirmidhī’, ()] 

 


