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teolégicas que subyacen al texto analizando uria der principios
teolégicos impliticos en el mismo.

20. Hathem Saed, “Christian and Mandaean Perspscton
Baptism” (pp. 320-347). Analisis comparativo délal del bautismo
en sus dos vertientes cristiana y mandea, a toelésial Saed aprecia
similitudes entre ambos. Dichas similitudes ladahal autor en los
significados simbdlicos, no en el proceso ritudldaitismo en si que
para el autor ha acabado cambiando con el tramsdetdos siglos y
los cambios operados en el ritual cristiano desdenlismos dias de
Jesus, frente al inmovilismo del ritual mandeo.actaristica que —
siempre segun Saed- constituye la base expligagiratoda una serie
de cuestiones relacionadas con el bautismo cristigadio.

El volumen cierra con una serie de 3 indices: Ira®ly autores
antiguos (pp. 349-351); 2. Autores modernos (39)353. Manus-
critos (pp. 355-356).

Esta octava entrega de IBymposia Syriacaya lo he indicado al
principio, sigue la estela marcada por los sieléraenes anteriores.
La sigue en rigor y en calidad cientifica, peroti@m en dignidad vy,
sobre todo, con el orgullo de mantener viva undididn que va
camino de alcanzar, dentro de no mucho, el priomrd de unién y
colaboracion estrecha de los colegas siridlogogsa union y esa
colaboracion tiene en est8ymposiacuatrianuales una impronta a la
vez ejemplar e insustituible, la del esfuerzo cotgupara proseguir
con una labor tan importante y necesaria como efel&studiar y
difundir, dignificar en suma, la cultura siriacaspda y presente, aln
tan completamente desconocida para tantos.

JUAN PEDRO MONFERRERSALA
Universidad de Coérdoba
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As the title implies, the present work is a critieaition and
translation of the letter sent by Christians in xgin defense of their
faith and the response to it composed in 721/132%h tbbamascus
scholar Shams ali@ Abu ‘Abdallah Muhammad Ibn Ab Talib al-
Ansart al-Suft al-Dimashq (d. 727/1327)The Letter from the People
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of Cyprus as clearly pointed out in the present volume, based on
Paul of Antioch’s (a Melkite Bishop of Sidometter to a Muslim
Friend, written some time between the mid- fifth/eleventid a&he
early seventh/thirteenth centuries.

Apparently, Paul's letter had circulated widely ahevas refuted
by Shilab al-Din al-Qa&fi (d. 684/1258) in hisl-Ajwiba al-fzkhira
‘an al-as’ila al-fajira. Sometime in the early eighth/fourteenth century
an anonymous Christian scholar in Cyprus revised'®&tter and
sent the new version to two prominent Muslim sciola Damascus,
Tad al-Din Ahmad lbn Taymiyya in 716/1316, and our author lbn
Abi Talib al-Dimashq in 721/1321. They responded to the letter in
their respective workal-Jawab al-safih li-man baddala th al-Mas#h
andJawb risalat ahl jazrat al-Qubrus.

This work presents both the text of the Christiatter from
Cyprus [accompanied with Paul of Antioch’s lettar parallel
columns] (pp. 53-147) and the text of al-Dimaghagesponse (pp.
149-497) in a usable format, together with an Efglranslation. A
comprehensive introduction (pp. 1-35) sheds ligiruthe historical
background and theological context, where, for gdamnthe differen-
ces and divergences between two letters, i.e. Paumd that of the
anonymous Cypriot, are thoroughly elucidated. Adyuahe Cypriot
editor removes some parts of Paul’s letter, probabbrder to sound
less antagonistic, yet he maintains Paul’s gerietahtion, which is to
show that Muslim scripture supports Christian bisligpp. 60-74, 82,
84, 88, 116, 142, 144). His main argument is basethe premise that
the Bible has not been corrupted, and can therdieraised as a
prooftext binding Muslims as well. Instead of rai@b arguments the
author prefers to use scripture. Thus, althouglhpteserves Paul’s
structure, he adds many supporting verses fromQiean (pp. 58,
60, 64, 68, 70, 96, 98, 124, 126) and Bible (pp.78 80, 84-88, 94,
100-120), since he prefers scriptural proofs tol’'Bdagical proofs.
Therefore, he is more than just an editor, as Elsird Thomas
observe.

In identifying the anonymous Cypriot editor-revisaerthor, a
number of issues are taken into account. It isals/irom the way he
writes that he is fluent in reading and writing Bi@ Further, he
corrects Paul of Antioch’s alterations in his Quita quotations,
which proves his knowledge of the Qur'an. (pp. B%). As the editors
rightly point out, all these seem to indicate ttia¢ author was an
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Oriental Christian, a native Arabic speaker whomiwe likely to have
been an immigrant to Cyprus from the eastern madhtaan a native
of the island.

The Cypriot letter consists of eighteen sectionkjctv can be
divided into three main thematic parts: 1. The @unris not intended
for the Christians (i-ii); 2. Christian beliefs amnfirmed by the
Qur’an (iii-ix); 3. The Trinity and the Incarnati@are supported by the
Old Testament, the Qur’an, and reason (x-xviii).

In the Cypriot’s letter Mbammad is presented as no more than a
local preacher, whose mission was directed onhArab pagans in
order to bring them to the true monotheistic f§fih58). This view is
similar to the approach of the Nestorian Patriarzhothy | (d. 823),
who did not go beyond saying that ‘Muhammad wal@adhe path of
the prophets’. Thus, following the common line ofaB Christian
apologetics, the letter from Cyprus holds thasinot the Christians
who need to abandon their religion (p. 54), bubeathat it is Musl-
ims who should move on from their faith in searchd complete and
final truth.

Al-Dimashd’s response comprises a short introduction and
thirteen sections, which can be summarized asvistld. Mthammad
was sent to the whole world and thus the Qur'anessage was
universal, addressed to all people. His coming amsunced in the
Torah, Gospel, and other Biblical books (i-ii). Phe Torah and
Gospel have not been preserved intact, and theréfier Qur'an was
sent to correct their errors (iii-iv). 3. The Chiass misinterpret the
Qur’anic verses in order to show that the Qur'aknagvledges them.
The Trinity and the Incarnation are nothing but yplméism and
falsehood. Neither the Torah nor the Gospel suppbristians in their
beliefs. Christians are also philosophically incem in their teach-
ings of the Trinity and Incarnation (v-xiii).

Al-Dimashq attributes substitutiortgbdl) and alterationtaghyir)
to the Christian scripture and criticizes themtfor lack oftawatur in
their transmission (pp. 268, 364). However, thiesloot prevent him
from using Gospel passages to prove the humaniGhoikt (pp. 346-
50) and from relying on the Christian scripture waeer he needs to
strengthen his argument. For example, in his iet# discussion
whether Christ should be defined as ‘send’'s{l) or ‘Sender’ (asil)
al-Dimashq@ addresses the Christians with the words: ‘If yay that
he was sent, you deny your Gospels which witnesshtd was divine
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and worshipped. And if you say that he was Sengrr.deny Christ's
words’ that his teaching was not from himself bnatni One who sent
him as it is described in various passages in do@wspel (p. 378).
Thus, with this kind of argument, al-Dimashtjies to prove the
inconsistencies both within the Christian scriptared between the
scripture and doctrine itself. The Gospel attestetithat Christ is a
prophet sent, yet the Son of God, and also Goddifreze seen by al-
Dimashq as proof for the existence of contradictions ia @Gospels.
For him, it is a self-contradiction to assert t@4rist is both man and
God, created and Creator (p. 382).

From the arguments employed it is obvious that iakd3hq was
very well informed about the writings of the prewvéopolemicists. For
example, when it comes to the issue of crucifiximipwing the line
of his predecessors, al-Dimasheglies on the theory of substitution
and holds that it was Judas Iscariot who was dagtihstead of Jesus
(p. 208-10). Another classical critique is that iagh Paul and his
activities (pp. 396-402), which parallels the steriecorded in various
Muslim polemics. Furthermore, his words, ‘Constaatbrought peo-
ple into Christianity willy-nilly’ (p. 212) are eggially reminiscent of
those of @di ‘Abd al-Jablar (d. 415/1025) in higathlat, according
to whom it was under fear of the sworkhéwf al-sayf that the
distorted version of Christianity was imposed by§tantine.

This volume is a valuable document and historieationy to
Christian and Muslim attitudes towards each othpecifically in the
later period of the Crusades. It is an exceller@dréor both the
students of the area and non-expert readers, fipealng to a wide
audience. Ebied and Thomas accompany their criédélon of the
original Arabic texts of the Cypriot's letter andtRimashg’s res-
ponse with an annotated, well readable Englishstagion. The
Arabic text and its English translation are givem facing pages,
which facilitates comparisons between the Arabiad danglish
versions. The edition of theetter from the People of Cyprisbased
on three manuscripts: Par. Ar. 204, 214 and 215ebleer, in parallel
columns, the text of Paul of Antioch’s letter, asblished by Paul
Khoury [Paul d’Antioche, évéque melkite de Sidon® (i), Beirut,
1964, pp. 59-83], is also supplied. The editiomleDimashd's Jawab
is based on two manuscripts, Utrecht Codex 40, epved in
University Library, Utrecht, the Netherlands andrkta40, preserved
in the Bodleian Library, Oxford. Although the Bitédil and Qur’anic
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guotations and references in al-Dima&shgesponse are shown in the
footnotes, those in the Cypriot’s letter are, iagtegiven only in the
index at the end of the volume. Although a very anidifficulty,
perhaps it would have been easier for the readdr thay been
uniform.

A few sporadic observations: pp. 192, 194, 196,, 8%, 210,
216 read=S instead ofxG meaning ‘a subtle remark, point of
discussion’; p. 260 line 3 reads! i instead of .» 4 76 which could
be translated as ‘permanently weak, i.e. impotgnt158 line 11 read
1 instead ofv.a\:f. Some confusions withamza p. 336 line 15 read
s+~1 instead ofs.~1; often the initialhamzais missing such as in
Jeele, ol ), )] (pp. 162, 164, 172, 240, 252, 296, 308, 348, 356,
358, etc.). Although throughout the book the Middkeabic
replacement ohamzaby ya' has been corrected in accordance with
the standard classical Arabic, there are some sistamcies in writing
#L.. Sometimes it is left ag. (pp. 72, 76, 100, 118, 248, 264, 274,
278, 308, 386) and sometimes we see the correetesiba ofs. (pp.
150, 154, 170, 182, 320, 356).

Overall, the book makes a very useful contributitm the
understanding of Christian-Muslim intellectual eaobes in the
Middle Ages, more specifically those in the perafdhe crusades. It
is highly informative about the content of the Gliein-Muslim
polemics, the methodology used, and arguments ojeél by both
sides. This well organized volume of the criticatliton and
translation of the medieval texts provides a claacount of the
historical data, thereby helping the general restdprto understand
contemporary issues relating to this area.
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EPALzA, Mikel de (coord.),Traducir del arabe(Barcelona: Gedisa
Editorial, 2004), 340 ppsBN: 84-9784-001-1.

Toda tarea traductologica requiere una labor intctmtia de
estudio de los dos universos culturales involucsa@én este caso, el
arabe y el espafiol. Dicha labor ha sido desar@itexnt los participan-
tes en el presente volumen a lo largo de sus capiiubos, cada uno
de ellos dedicados a un aspecto especifico dadmdcion especia-
lizada, tal y como se sefiala en la presentaciotilitel (pp. 13-15).
Esta presentacion esta seguida de un util listadogautores (pp. 16-



