"The ‘Tlouse of the Prophet’
and the Concept of the Mosque

JEREMY JOHNS

The carliest mosque Tor which there 15 archacological evidence, and lor which the
dale 1s reasonably sceure and almost universally aceepted, s that built for al-1Tajja)
ibn Yasufat Wasitin 84/507 (Freea. T consists of an enclosure approximately oo m
scquare, at the gible end of which is a hypostyle hall. Thereis no wace ol a miirab
niche, but there are the thickened foundations ol what Salar and Creswell believed
to be a monumental magsira. The vest ol the enclosure is oceupied by the conrtyard,
hordered on three sides by a single colonnacle.!

Thie hiypostvle soructure at Wasit was by o means the only type ol mosque to be
huilt in the 8os/700s. Many uncertaintics continue to surronnd the Marwanid
rebuilding of the Aqgsi mosque i Jerusalem, but there can be little doubt that the
works initated by “Ahd al-Malik and completed under al-Walid resulted in a
mosque that was strikingly different from Wasit F1.2). The prayer-hall svas charac-
terised by aisles set perpendicular to the gabla wall. 'The cenwral nave was almost
twice the width ol the anking aisles, with a high gable rool, and culminated in a
greal dome over the three bays betore the gible aisle. 'The nave was elaborately dec-
orated, and the dome, and possibly the gibla wall, were covered with mosates. The
mosque may have had a nakidh niche. The Aqgga scems o have had no courtyard of
its owni, but was set on the axis of the Dome ol the Rock, and thus integrated into the
new complex of @/ {laram af-Sharif? Just a few years later (87 6/706-715], al-
Walid's new mosque at Damascus represented another disunctly diflerent type
(K1G.4). Again, the praver hall was characterised by a broad central nave, covered
with a mighty gable roof, and culminating in a dome in front of the giéle aisle: but,
here, the three aisles were parallel, not perpendicular, w the gablewall. " lus mosque.
too, was richly decorated. According to Sauvaget, the mosque commissioned in
887707 or go/70q by al-Walid on the site of the Prophet’s Mosque in Medina (1.
represented an architectural compromise between the hypostyle mosques of Traq,

such as Wisit, and the ‘hasilical’ mosques of Svria with then hieavily accentuated

1. Satar 1945 Creswell 1960, vol b, ppage - 8. 1992, P44, 142 nosos mith nbliogvaphy,
Creswell & Altan 1g8q, pp.go, 42 1.93. Rouwsset 2. Ruby fortheoming,

Goth, pp.J 53 ' ;
Bavi el Megedis, Jerivaden: and Favly Fdeve, cited by Jereny Johnos \'_)(J
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Figure 1. {Left, topt Recoustruction of the plan ol the mosque of al-Hajja) thn Yiisutar Wasit
adier Salar 1945,

Figure 2. (Left, middle! Jerusalem, al-Aqsa: the MarwTmd moscue (alicr Hamiltan gag;
Figure 5. (1efi, below) Damascus, the mosque of al-Walld Jafrer Creswell 1obg)

Iigure 4. 'Lop) Meding, the mosque of al-Walid

Figure 5. iAbove) San'y’, the mosque of al-\Walid (afier Finser g8
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axial naves, such as al-Aqgsa and Damascus.” The Grear Mosque at Sana’, also
attributed to al-Walid, may refer direetly to his mosque at Medina, but ivalso makes
wse ol spolia and of architeerural and constructional details inherited from the dis-
tinctve pre-Islamic traditions ol South Avabia (Fre 50!

Other types ol mosque are also atuibuted to al-Walid. The moscue at ‘Anjar has
an unusual plan: the prayer hall and lateral vizodgs are vwo aisles deep, but the northern
riceag has only one atsle 106,607 The palace at Minya has a small mosque which,
unusually, is longer than 1t 1s wide r1e.7:.° The mosque at Jabal Says was a small
cubical chamber with an exceptionally deep projecting niche mifrab: the interior
was divided mto two unequal parts by two stlted semiciveular arches that carried
the Hat wooden rool (F16.8).7 None of the mosques at ‘Anjar, Minya and Jabal Says
had a courtvard.

Varicty 1s also o be seen in two other mosques for which there may he archaco-
logical evidence, but from a date significantly earlier than Wasit. In his forthcoming
study ol the Aqsi mosque, Julian Raby will argue that the predecessor of the
Marsanid building described above can be largely reconstructed on the hasis ol the
excavations and survey conducted by Robert Hamilton in 1938 2 (nic.q).
Hamilton origimally dated this building — his Aqsa I — 1o the reigns of Abd ab-Malik
and al-Walicd but, belore he died, hie came 1o agree with Raby that it must be carlier;
Raby is now mclined to atribute 1o MuGwiya in the carly qos/6060s. 1t was a sub-
stantial structure, buillt of stone, and dressed with marble. The covered praver hall
measured Just over 5om north-south, and at least 45 m cast-west. 'The arcades, like
thosc of its Marwanid successor, ran north-souwh, and were carried on reased
marble columns and capitals, Phese, i turn, carried arches and a fenestrated wall
which rose to ceiling heighe, The centralave, perhaps tor purely structural reasons,
was shghtly wider than the other arcades. Novth of the prayer hall are traces of'a
portico, and, beyond that, of an open paved arca with drains and cisterus, which
may have been the courtvard of the mosque.®

Avery dilferent mosque was apparcindy built at Kafa in 50/650 by Mu‘awiya's
governor Ziyad ithn Abithi” It was summarily described by Mugaddasi, and visired
i May 580/118.4 by Ibn Jubayr who gives the tullest deseription. ' In 1765, Niebulir

made a litde plan of 11s ruins.'” Archaeological soundings by rhe Iragi Depariment

. SAauvagel 1047, P, claseh approximate those of the Ka'ba,

s Creswell & Allan 1g8q, ppiis 4. Raby fortheoming.

30 Cresswell toba,, volz, pagj. g. Tabam 879, vold, pogge. imes 8 1.

6. Creswellgba, vole ppugba . 1o Muggaddas 1877, pp.oif-70 o Jubast 1go7.
7. Creswell oGy, val.n2, pogst, Iis inwdguing P40 2.

that the disnensions ol 1is eubical mosgque rr Niebuhragzpovoln, ppein g plgeh.

dJittle more thann g o soquare aned some g mbigh'
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Figure 6, Lelt Anjar, the mosine falter Creswell 1ghy;
Fignre 7. /Righy Khivka al-Minya, the mosque adier Greswell b
Figme 8, (Below Jabal Savs, the mosgue alier Creswell 16

Scale approsimately ;300

of Antiquitics seem to indicate that Zivad's foundation survives i sie bencad the
present mosque and dictates its plan.'® From these sources, Greswell reconstructed
Zivad’s mosque as an enclosure approximately oot square, at one end of which
was a hypostyle hall; the courtyard was bordered on two sides by a double colon-
nade; again, there was no medrab (16,101, All accounts stress the exceptiional height
(30 cubits or ¢ea 13m} of the stone columns of the prayer hall and rzeags. The rool
rested directly upon the columns, without the medium of arches, a teature that
Creswell derived from the apadana or hall of columns of the Achaemenian kings.

In addidon to these carly archacological buildings, the historians transmit
descriptions full enough to permit hypothetical reconstouetions of at least tive other
carly mosques: Basra 1:214/26455 Kila 10776387, Fustat (/640 2, Basra 1
45/ 60651, and Qayrawan 1[50/ 6701 In addition, we have bricl reports of the foun-
dation of many tens of jazedrnd” mmosques during the first century of Islam. ™

o, Coreswell 196, volL o post=enpli. 15 Coroswell 16y, voln 1 Basra1, pare laofa 1

1. Coreswell 1960, vobl toppagt 8 Cresa el & ppoez G Musar pragh 8i& Creswell g o, volar,
Allan 108g, pp.o 1o, Rousset 1gg2, ppagd. pp-17e gbn Busean ppopg 50 Qavrawan 1 pabe
135 6, noago with bibliograply 6. ICis astonishine that these Tave never been

L. Creswell igbo, vl pragh 7. systernatically collecteds inswer™s splendid
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Figure . Jevusalen, al-Agsa, the pre-Marwanid mosque fafier Raby forthcoming!
Scale approddmately 1 rooo

After Wisit in 84/703, archaeological mosques become relatively plentifl, and one
can reconstruct the plans of a dozen or more jaea@mt” mosques built under Umayvad
rule. from Cordoba in the west to Bhambor in the east (Fies 11 & 12,7

Cionsidering these carly mosques, archacological and not, one is immediately
struck by the great variety that they display in the plan and elevation of the praver
hall, in construciional techniques and materials, and in decoration. Clearly, each of
the mosques at - say  Kalu, Damascus, and San‘a’, was iulluenced by difterent
building traditions which had their roots in the pre-conquest cultures of, respectively,
Iraq. Syria, and South Arabia. At the same time, it is evident that they arc all varia-
tions on a single theme.

"The ground plans of these carliest meosques all refer to a conunon model, to a
mental template, to a concept of the mosque which was certainly already fixed at
Wasitin 847703, and may arguably be traced back 1o Jernsalem in the 40s/660s and

catalogue of the carly mosques of Tran (Finster
16447, which lists hoth stainding buildings and
those which are known only from written sonrees,
demanstrates how uselul this approach could he
tor the sindy of the development of the mosquce
throughout the early Iskanic world.

7. Aleppor Croswell g6y, volie 1, pegis. ‘Anmman:

Northedge 1gge, pp.6a-g, es 20-27. pla 8 10,
Bhambor: Ashfaque tofg. Gordoba 1 Creswell
g0, volag ppogB s G Dar'a: Creswell 1g6g,

0.

volL nopp.63o L Damascus: Creswelt 1gtg,

volL 1, pp.asy g0, Hama: Creswell 1g6g, voln,
pp.17 21 Harran: Creswell 1g6g. voul. 2,

pp.bag 8. Jerusalem, Aqsa oz Raby fortheoming,
Medina: Sauvagel 1947, Ramla: Creswell 164,
volL 1, ppgfia—g. Rusila: Ono-Dorn 1g37; Sack,
forthcoming. San‘a’: Finster 1a78; inswr 1579
Finster 19B2a; Finster 1g82b; Finster 1986; Serjeant
& Loeweock 1983, ppoyzy 501 Greswell & Allan
1630, pp. 8y =8, Stsa: Finster o4, pp.24a 52
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Ingure 1o, Clreswell’s reconstructon of the plan o Kl 1 iafier Kuban 10748
B v ShE
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to Kala in the 508/670s. The concept may be described as a walled enclosure, one
end of which is oceupied by a multi-aisled hall aligned upon a gible, and the rest by
an open courtyard lined with porticos, in such a way that the three elements form a
unilied whole. What malkes this concept distinctive is the arrangement ol its principal
components and their proportions. The components themsclves, the open court-
yard and the covered sanctuary and porticos are, of course. common to other reli-
gious building types. mast obviously o the Gracco-Roman temple. Whercas the
temple usnally had a centralised plan, with the sanctuary at the centre of the
temenos, the plan of the mosque could he deseribed as terminal, with the prayer hall
at one end of the enclosure. We can see this contrast most clearly in the transtormadon
of the (emenos at Damascus with its church on the central site of the original tempie,
into the mosque of al-Walid with the prayer hall occupying the southern end of (he
enclosure (F1e. 137 As will be diseussed in more detall below, the maosque was not

unique in arranging a colonnaded courtyard and a covered sanctuary symmetrically
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Figure 11, Plans ol jasommi” mosaues built under Unayvad vale:

a. Madina {afier Creswell 196
B Sana alier Greswell & Allar
e, Sasa fadier Crreswell & Allan
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Figure 13. Damascus. Umayyad mosque falier Stierlin 19797 (above; reconstruction of the plin of

the temenos and chureh o1 St John the Bapiist; {below plan of the mosque as scen todlay
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abont the central axis of the complex; indeed, in Late Antiquity, his arrangemeint
may be found in a varicty o types ot religious building, including the church, the
synagogue, and the temple. The proportions of the mosque, however, distinguish it
from such antceedents in that its length and widlth are typically cqual, or nearly so;
indeed. 2 mosque may even be wider than it is long.

The concept o the mosque dominates early Islamic religions architecture so
completely that it dictates the plan of almost every jami* mosque huilt, The Mceecan
haiant, the Dome of the Rock, and the Agsa mosque ave the only exceptions: the first
two have centralised plans; the Aqsi, after the construction of the Dome of the
Rock, had no enclosed courtyard of its own. - i Here [ do not include the small, non-
congregational mosques without courtyards, including "Anjar, Minya and Jabal
Says, found in the Umayvad gusir of Bilad al-Sham.)

Ihat a standard concept of the mosque governed the form of the congregational
mosques of Islany [rom at least as carly as 847503, and was rapidly exporied
throughout the conguests as far alicld as Andalus and Sind, raises the question of

the origin of that concep.

THE ‘“HOUSE OTF THE PROTTIE T’

For most of this century, it has heen almost universally accepted that the origins of
the mosque lie in the house that the Prophet huili at Medina iries 14 & 151 The
Encyelopaedia of Islam {2nd edition; states: “Bevond doubt, the penesis of the MOsue is
to be sought in a single seminal building: the house of the Propher, evected to
Muhammad’s own specifications in Madina in 1/622.7"" Yet, the hisiory ol the
development of other types of religious building, such as die church and the FVIagogue,
raises doubts @ prior that the Prophet’s House was the sole origin of the architcetural
type of the mosaque.

[t has been suggested that the fact that the carliest Ghristian places of worship
were ordinary homses may somehow reinlorce the argument that the Prophet’s House
was the origin ol the mosque, but ts is not obviously so.” For the [irst two conturies,

there was no distinctively Chiristian architecture, and Christian congregiilons met

18, Aivad b Abhi s nlikely 1o have Dl ronnd asart ol plulorm or dukfan in the courtyurd or
moscues in Basra pace Hillenhrand gy 1., 12,681 in frant of the cntrance o the mosque: of,

The text reads: ‘every masque in Basva, the safinde Lane 1863, poosn, cole paoge, cola,

of whicliis cireular, was amony the huildings of 1. Hillenbrand rg8g, p.6i78, colb, but

Zivad Unlhe mespidin B 1-Bayrati kaned safuhady hu now see Hillenhbrand toog, ppag 2
mesitdtiedan fa-Dio-l s bind@’ e Zivddint s 1hn 20, Hillenbrand 18q. p.67q, cola: Tuis
al-Tagih 1488, o176, Here, rafude surely means not surely d prapoy 1o note that the carliest Chivistian
the inteenal courtyard (i, but either the space places ofworship, the so-called gitsdi. were
within which the mosque stoud, or, more probuhly. also ordinary houses”.
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in ordinary dwellings. The Christian meeting houses ol the jrd century, the so-
called aifoi ehklesias or domus ceclesiae. wheihier they were modilied dwellings or strize-
tures built et rove, cmploved the vacabulary of domestic architecture. The domnus
ecelesine of the first (hree centurics, however, had lite influence upon the architee-
tural develapment of the chureh rom the gth century onwards, Lven helore
Clonstantine, monumental churches were built on the modlel of the basilica and,
afler the Peace of the Ghureli, architeers began increasingly to expertment with
variations on the basilical form. 'The basilica, not the house, was the monumental
prototype for tie eharch, "The doms ecclesiac belonged 1o a specific period of carly
Christian Wistory, hefore the community had developed monumental architeeture,
when domestic structures were used for practical reasons, and not in order to com-
memorate a particalar house. Only in the gth century was a new and more appro-
priate nionumental form, the basilica, adopted ax the architcctural model for the
church triumphant. Even then, no single basilica, but the whole class of basilical
structures served as the model; and it was not untl the: late 4th or carly fth ceniury
that 2t norn Lor the carly Clivisuan basilica began o emerge.”!

The origins of the synagogue are obscure, and plagued by the [ailure of scholars
to distinguish clearly hevween the building and the institution. The carliest archaco-
logical synagoguc is that at Delos, which scems to be dined to the late end or mid-1st
century e, but very litte is known archacalogically of the developroent of the syna-
gogue untl the grd century. Although more than 100 synagogues are now attested
in Palestine, most of these date from the grd to 7th centurics. This wealth ol new
archacological evidence has foreed scholars to abandon the chronological
classification ol the synagogue into early, transitional, and Tae types. 2 All three
nvpes were current as carly as the gud gth centuries, indicatng that by this date the
svnagoguc was subject 1o diverse architeetural influences, including Helleniste and
Roman public buildings, and the emerging Christan basilica. It seems likely that
cuch architecwural diversity chavacterised the synagogue from its very origin.
Although thie Lemple was ofien commemorated insynagogue art curing laie Attty
the architectural form of the synagogue is notmodelled on the Temple. I short, the
synagogue, like the church, evolved gradually over a long period of time, and was
subject to architectural influences that varied in space and ume. 1t did not emerge
rapidly and attain maturity within a single gencration; nor did it commemorate n
its architeciure a single prototypical huilding.**

Thus, at irstsight, comparison with the origins of the choreh and of the synagoguc

o1 Tl fundimental stwdy remaing Krautheimer o Levine 131 a uselul inmoduction aned
0, pp-2g 70, o which White tggn, pesi, sumimary. Sec alsor Guumanm g8, Lesvine 18
esp pperoz 48 makes imporiand revisions. Cliat 1982, Levine 1wy, Hachlil rgfo, Flesher &
22, Seaper gy, Lirmian g, all with extensive bibliography,
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llustrates how improbable tis that the architectural type of the mosque should
have been generated by a “single seminal building’, and suggests that the origins of
the mosque might be sought in the much more complicated and organic process of
the rranstormation of pre-existing architectural forms inta the Islamic mosque. At
the samie time, however, this comparison highlights two important respeets in which
the carly history of the mosque was surikingly diflerent lrom that of (the church and
the synagogue. Lirst, only Islarm was, almost from its incepion, the religion ofa rul-
ing clite capable of sponsoring its own architecture. Second, in contrast to the pro-
longed evolution ol church and synagogue, hoth Islamic historical tradition and
archacology hear wimess that, well within 100 vears of the Aijra. Muslim leaders
were building mosques according to a common standard; one which dictates the
form of congregutional mesques, throughont the Muslim world, to this day.

What this suggests is that the crucial question is whether the mosque, like the
churchvand the synagogue, gradually evolved Irom pre-existing architectural [orms,
or whether, unlike them, it was deliberately *created” by the Muslim clite. One
process does not necessarily exclude the other: the architeetural type or types thar
became the mosque may have evolved gradually belore Islam, and then, afier the
fgra. have been deliberately adopred ivather than created ex wikile’ by the new
Islamic clite. The cinvent orthodoxy  that (he Prophet’s House was the origin ol
the moseue hegs the quesidon whether the mosque evolved or was ercated. Before
gutting 10 grips with that crux, therciore, it is necessary (o serutinise the basis of the
orthadox position.

CAETANI AND TIHE ‘[IOUSE OF THE PROPIIET

Cactani devotes thirty pages to a discussion of “The origin of the mosque and the
foundadon ol the Muslim rite” in which he secks to demonsirate that the religions
nstituuons and practices of carly Islam were less the products of an individual s con-
scious design than ol broad, long-term historieal processes.”! Cactant's premise was
that the moseue could notlave sprung fully-formed from the Prophet’s heud on the
very fisst day that he setfoot in Meding but was rather the product of an organic his-
torical process. He songht to locate the evolution of the mosque in the decades
alter the Zdjra, in what he described as the “slow transformation ol a huilding

intended for exclusively domestic use, into a meeting place Tor the believers, and

[inally into a mosque destined for worship™?

2 Glactad 1gos. volia, ppagde G0, 20 Clactnu 1905, voln pagge,
23 Coetanigos, vol.n poyy
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AMuhammad’s fivst thought,” he writes, “on coming to dwellin Medina . owas o Build
himsella dwelling, o dar, which in Avabia in those days consisted of an enclosure of
humble roonss, almost futs, grouped irregularly and concentrically aroumd an open
courtyard that wus more or less spacious according o the wealth and the number of
the farmilv that occupied it I the Lamily was not very numerous, the rooms were all
grouped togehier on one side and, becanse Arab private lile: recuired a private court-
vard, closed on all sides for domestic purposcs ... and o keep domestic amimals, ...
the rest ol the arca was complewely enclosed by a wall. The open space thus formed
the meeting place for all the family, and the ensemble of these architectural clements
was s¢ compact, that a single door communicated with the outer world. Bit by bit,

as the family grow, whether by new marriages, or by the inerease of children and
arandehildren, onto the rooms already existing avound the courtyard wall were bl
new rooms identival to the former untl, one day, with the constant growth ol the
family, all the periphery of the coorryard was taken up with dwellings .. This system
of house-building, that T ave secn sl in use in many of the poorest and mest ixolated
villages of the Near Last (Arabia, Syria, Mesopotamiz, ete., was that adopted byy

the Prophet. ... The purely domestic and wilivarian namre of the huilding ... 1s
demonsirated by a number of rraditons which the biographers of the Prophet failed
to see in their wue light, All of them believed that the prime intenaon al'the Prophet
was to build a place ol warship, and that the cdhwellings of the Prophet and his family
were thus an addition, an ad dee arrangement of secondary importance o simplity the
process of construction, Rather, i was completely the contrary: in fact, Muhammad
set about building himself a honse for his own particutar and private use. and only at
a later stage. through cireumstances that none conld have forescen, and as the resull
of i process that was completely uniutentional, the spacious courtyarc in the middle ol
the Proplict’s House assumed a public character and eventually, alier the death

of Mulmmad, even a sacred character, that of a true place of worship, The creawor
of the mosyue was not the Prophet. but histerical dewrmination thatis above every
human will.™

Cactani Tollows Uiis passage with a long discussion, bused on the Sakitf of Bukhari, of
the setivities and events said (o have taken place in the Prophet’s courtyard which, he
asserts, demonstrate that ‘the original idea of the Prophet was 1o build not a place of
worship but a simple private house like that of every other inhabiiant of Medina™. ™
As we shall see, Caetani’s idea of what might have constituted ordinary domestic
Jite in 7th-century Medina was at best idiosyneratie, but itis his naive use of ahadith
that betrays the fundamental weakness of his argument.” Thesc tradivons reach
correct hehaviour and prohibit iransgressions, or they establish precedents [or activ-
ities that were common in mosques in mature Islam, or they authenncate the claims
to companionship or excellence of individuals or groups. Thus, for example, the
story about an Arab urinating in the mosque does not demonstrate that he “took it to
he the simple courtyard ol a private house’; it is rather an entertaining and instruc-

live teaching story: the Prophet stops hiis [ollowers from interrupting the man in fuil

27, Coetani 1gos, vol.L ppasy 8. 2q. Tor a different eringue of Cactani's argument,

s Cietant 1o, volL pag . siee Akkouch 1935, pp.gott o

et
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flow. instructs them to wait untii he has fintshed, and then quips “You have heen
sent 10 make things casy, not to make them ditheult!.*" Again, the siories about spit-
tng in the mosque, far from demonstrating that 1t was just an ordinary house, teach
that pollution of a mosque 1s wrong Cspitling i the mosque 1s a sin’), and should at
least be contained by spitting into one’s robe or under one’s feet.™ Yet again, the
Lihiopian spearmen who pertformed in the courtvard were not standard domestic
fittings, but rather establish o precedend for similar displays in moscuces 1n celebra-
tion of the “i.* Finally, the presence in the mosque of wounded atter the Battle of
the Ditch does not indicate that ivwas really a house, but instead sacrahises the excel-
lence of the Bana Ghattar and the glovions martvrdom ol Sa'd thn Mu®adh.™

Such stories may or may not be historical: if they are. they demonstrate not that
the Prophet’s Mosque was really a house, but rather that icwas nsed for a wide vari-
ety of military, political, and social activities. as well as lor prayer.” My subject here
is the architectural form, not the institation of the moscue, but it is worth stressing
that al-masid al-jami” was never simply or, perhaps, in carly Tslam, even primarily a
place of worship.™

Cactani’s argurnent is [urther undermined by the rather tetchy passages in the
(@ that seek to sccurc a little domestic peace for the Prophet: ‘O) believers! Do
not enter the houses of the Prophet (buyvii al-nabiy: for a meal, unless Teave is given 1o
you and without waiting (ov the proper time (e until it s readys. But, when vou are
invited, enter and, when you have had the meal, leave, without lingering tor talk’;™
and ‘Surely those who call to vou from behind the apartments {al-ljurdl), most ol
them have no sense. And, i they had patience until you would come out to them,
that would be hetter for them™.”” In these passages, the Prophet’s domestic apart-
ments (huyat or fugurat; arc exphcitly treated as privace space,

Nonetheless, Caetant described the Prophet’s House, nat his mosque, as a court-
yard approximately 100 cubits (30 m) squarc, enclosed by a mud-brick wall 7 cubits
high. pierced by three entrances. At first, Cactani related, there was no strucinre
within the courtyard, but after the Muslims began to complain of the heat ol the sun
whilst they were at prayer, a portico or zulla was buill against the northern wall of

palm trunks supportng a roof of woven palm branches and mud. In the southwest

a0, Bukhar tdGs, voly, p 67, lines 3 6. wilneneed by Cactaant™s argumment hut, wadike lim,
31, Bukhiind 1862, vol1, pooy, line 5, pors, line 1o, siress that the maoscues of Tslam, like pre-lshoaic
P-Uigs Bne B, pogh, e 2, pasos, ine g, sancluarics {fin [slamic tradition’, were from the first
32, Bukhiie 1862, vola, pr2s. e 8, paeq2, Tine g, ol of military, politeal, and soctal actvicy, as well
12251, e 12, as places of prayer.

33. Bukhar 16z, vol.a, porey, line . 45 Creswell ighg, volin 1, ppads 4

34. Hillenbrand 1ggy4, pp.qo, 2. Lammens (1911, gb. Qu’an xxx.34.

P304, 240300 1920, passim, esp. by Hland 97, Qwr'an NLIN.4- 3

Pedersen (1984, p.646, cols a Iy} are strongly
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corner, a smaller portico or syffa was built to shelter the poor and homeless Muslims.
Alter the change ol the gibla 12 /7624, the structores within the conrtyard were
rearvangeds the zafla was transterred w the south wall, the seffe to the northeast cor-
ner, and the principal entrance from the south o the north, Owe e exterior of the
castern half ol the enclosure were bl dwellings tor the Prophet’s wives, two ar first,
mncreasing o nine by the tme ol his death: none was built onto the western hall.
Access to these dwellings was only possible from the courtyard.

In four pardculars, Cactant’s recorstruction ol the Prophets House departs hrom
the etimnograpluc model upon which icis purportedly based. Fivst, the area of the
courtvard is buge, 2,500 square metres, far greater than any purely domestic
dwelling is likely 1o have heen, and far greater than the cramped courtvards of the
Araby houses that Cactam himsell desenbes. ™ Second, instead of the single cinrance
ol Gactam’s dar, which wwpically would have heen a hent-entrance 1o conecal the
mterior of the courtyard from the street, the Prophet’s House has three Jand later
[our: gates. Third, the dwellings of the Prophet’s wives open directly onto the court-
vard, the public space of the structure, exposing the houses o public gaze. ™ Fourth,
Caetani placed the apariments of the Prophet’s wives against the evferor of the court-
vard wall; this s archiectoral nonsense: the strnctures surronnding the courtyard
should be butlt against the inside, not the outside, of the enclosure wall. ' Cactam
sutched ogether a highly sclecuve reading of Islamie wradition and a distorted

cthmographic model and, Frankenstem-hke, gave life to an architechral monsier.
GRESWELL AND THE ‘TIOUSE OF THE PROPHET

It Cactant playved Frankenstein, Creswell was James Whale, the man who made the
picture ol the monster. Most students of Islamic art and archacology arc able (o
reproduce the plan of the Prophets House published by Greswell in foasdy Mrslion
Arehatectore (F1o14). Many are Tamihar with the somelrie projecuons and reconstrae-

g, Cactani raoys, vola, ppaszs o this unseemly lack of privieev, and report that L

go. Samhidi {868, pooz lines g 1o & gel ol Salama boilta mud-hrick wall in front of her bouse

pesth, nes e vepors acdivergent teadition,
atrthuted to Ihar ibn Zavet ihn "Thili tha te
courtsard eriginally measured so by Go cubits
vol1r, por, s, Akkouch Diggs. ppagdy. sor 8
argues Lhal (he Prophetenlarzed the mosque alter
the capture of Khaylar in 740626 g0 illenbrand
TG Pt has aleeads polned o that the slze of
the conrtyvard mdicates hat 10was not that ol an
ordinar domestic dhwelling,

10, The traditomsws were apparendy uneas about

74

o obsteuet the gazes ol the peaple”. hut this srory
serves principally as aovebicle o the Propliets
condenmation ol building: Thin 8a'd 1o, vola 2,
padn nes 3 8.

11, Geollrey King kindly informis me that alithough
compounds witl some struetures bhuilt onoe the
outside ol the courtyvard wall are not unknown
Arabran domestie architecture and nuay be found,
lor exannple, at FLL e has never seen a
cotnpoucd resembling the Prophets Touse as
reconstructed By Creswell,
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tions of that plan published, amongst others, by Leacrolt, Kuban. and Hillenbrand
F1c.qa o) Some even believe such reconstructons o be based upon archaeologi-
cal evidence. Only Akkouch, or so it would seem, has eriucally examined Creswell's
sources, and produced his own reconstruction and plan r16.103 his argument may
be naive, but it is based upon a scholarly examination of the Arabic sources, and it s
shameful that his telling eriticisms of Creswell’s reconstruction continue w be cis-
misscd, In Sauvager’s words, as e point de vue muosulman tradiaonel”. "

Creswell’s account of the Prophet’s [ouse is derived almost verbatm from that
of Cactani, except in one important detail. Creswell places all nine of the hiouses of
the Prophet’s wives adjoiming cach otlicr in a line on the extertor of the cast wall of
the mosque. Ina note to the text, he gives the sources for this reconstruction:
‘Umart's Masalik al-Absar; Samhadi's ffwdasar af Wejd” i the Bilag edidon and as
‘translated and epitomized by Wiisten(leld™, © Divarbakat's Ta'vib al-hhains; and
Caetani’s account of the Prophet's Moscue in the Annal dell fslam.

Of the three Arabic sources, two may be swiftly dismissed. The hriel and highly
synthetie accomt of “Umart (dh 748/13481 contains nothing of direct relevance to
the focation of the houses. ™ Divarbakrn (c. g82/1574) transmits only traditions to the
cffect that the houscs were “spread out” Hnusiatire: to the north, cast and south ol the
courtyard. '

The third, Sanrhtdi (d. gr1/1500°, 1s the single most iInformatve source upon the
history ol the Prophet’s Mosque. The [ull text of his history of Medina was
destroved in the lire o 88671481, bui noc hefore the author himsell had made two
abridgements: the W/ al- a7, in which wraditions arc presented systematcally
and erivcally discussed; and the Khdasat el-TVafi’, a much more synthetic epitome in
which Samhudi does not hesitate 1o advance his own interpretaton ol the sources, '
The Rladasa reports tradivions that place the houses upon all sides of the mosque
except the west. Not a single tracition in the Afwdasa places the houses against only
the east wall of the enclosure, L the Ahwlasa, Samhadi™s own opinion scems o be
that the houses were distributed on all three sides except the west or, possibly, upon
the north and east sides onlv. ¥ Only in the TWefa’ al-Thyja’, alter reporting the con-
lusing testimony of the scholars of the sire (ah! al-sivart, viz. that the houses lay on all

sicles exeept the west, whilst their doors opened directly into the mosque and to the

2. Akkouch qgus. Sivaget w7, pege . g ines 3,8 12,00 27 Caetani cgog. volll.
43 St Witstenleles Gorman summary wis PRy

actually ol the TVef™ af THafd’. 453 ‘Umam tga g, vola, praey 7

11 Cresaell gy, volie o pad, wen Ut g2 ). S0 Divarbakad 1885, voly, pogao. lines 16 26,
vol.L iz, line 12 poaer, line 5; Sambud 1868, (7. Sauvagel 1017, ppa2y - Q.

P0G, 1eh B poags, ines 2z g0, Wikstenleld 48, Samhadi 1868, 126, line ee poay line 1.

1800, ppabo 1060 8, 78, Diyarbake 1885, vl
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15. Isometric reconstructions of the Prophet’s house:

i Top to bottom: after Hillenbrand 1994: Kuban 1974; Leacrott & Leacroft 1976
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west — does Samhiidi cite al-Khah ibn Hamla®s comment that this could mean that
the houses all lay to the cast; a comment not inclucled in Wistenleld's summary of
the Waja’'" Creswell believed that it was the fhnld@a that Wiasenteld had “trans-
Lated and eptiomized’, while his German summary was i fact of the Tz alone.,
Clearly, Creswell confused the two works, or swas unaware of the Fafe’: i cither
casc, he cannot have known of al-Khatib thn Hamla’s comment. In shorrt, as
Akkouch so rightly concluded, ‘Les logements n'étment pas tous parallcles a la
mosquee ot sur un cotd’ ;2 none of the Arabic sources cited by Creswell as his
authority for placing all the houses on the east wall of the enclosure supports such a
reconstruction. Akkouch’s own reconstruction (116161 may or may not be histor-
cally accurate, but at least 1015 based upon the sources. Inod [rom the Arabice
sources, whenee did Creswell derive the idea 2!

T'he only other authority cited by Creswell i1s the account of the Prophet’s
Moscue given by Caetani. The crucial passage in the Aanali 1s at first sisht ambigu-
ous and could easily be misread as saying that all the houscs lay against the east wall
of the mosque.™ Creswell made precisely this misreading; yel, although he never
stales 10 explictly, he did have one further reason to place the houses all on the cast
sicle of the enclosure.

Creswell quotes at length from the Tabagat of Thn Sa'd, who had (rom al-\Wagidi, an
evewimess account of the mosque immediately before itwas destroved on the arder off
Umar ibn ‘Abd al-"Aziz in 85/507. ‘Abd Allah ithn Yazid al-Hudhali reports °1
counted nine houses with their chambers (Caddadiu &5 ate abyvatn bi-fugars L 7.2 1hn Sa'd,
apparvently following ns source, assumed that these corresponded o one house for
eich of the Prophet’s nine wives, and that these were all the houses. Creswell shared
this assumption. Neither takes account of those houses built to the north and south
of the mosque, nor those incorporated into the mosque by Thinar and Tdimian.

I Loarly Muslom Archuatectwre, immediately above the quotation from Thn Sa'd,
Creswell published his plans of the Prophet’s House (k1G.14). In one (k16.14h), he
shows the building atter the change ot the gible, and also indicates the enlargements
ot the courtvard carvied out under “Umar thn al-Khatiab and “Uthman. According

to the plan, "Umar extended the moscue go cubits to the north, 20 cubits to the west,

1 Samhiich rgo volin poges. lines 16 21, cwellings -, arose on the castern ade e hall ol
e Akkouch 19535, 10300 the mosque ... none was butlt on the western part’
At Creswelldid not read Arabic and, when FPand quest oLoappariament o.osorsere sal lato
published translations, epitomes or secondary orientale della mosehea o non ne costrnt nessina
accounts were not avaitable o him, he relicd wpon dalla parte ovodentale™,

his A sudens v read Arabic sourees tor hinm: 9. I Sa’d go vol e pado, e 250 pabic,
Hamilom 1, posa. line 1.

Sz Caetantgos, vola, pogs8All of these L

~T
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and 10 cubits 1o the south. Had the houses of the Prophet’s wives heen built against
any of these walls, they would have been destroyed in the enlargement. Sinee "Abd
Adlah ibn Yazid saw all the houses in 887507, they can only have stood against (he
cast wall of the couwrtyard. This, as mucl as his misreading of Cactani’s account, 1s
why Creswell veconsiracted the plan of the Prophet’s House with the dwellings all
built along its castern side,

Creswell’s reliance upon the testimony of ‘Abd Allah ibn Yazid. that he saw all
the houses of the Propher’s wives as lawe as 887707, focuses aliention upon his recon-
struction of the Tiistory of the moscue in the inerval sinee the death ol the Prophet.
[n most respects, Creswell’s account of the enlargements of the mosque under
Umar and ‘Uthman adheres closely to the testimony of the sources:™' the plan of the
mosaue was not altered by Abt Bakr: ™ it was notantl 17/638 that "Umar demol-
ished the Prophet's Mosque, extended icon three sides o make an enclosure 140
cuhits north-south by 120 cubits east-west, and rebuilt it using brick. stone, and tmber,
as well as pahm (runks and branches:™ “Uthmin had "Umar’s mosque demolished,
cnlarged to the north and west to give an enclosure 160 cubits north-south by 150
cubits cast-west, and rebuilt it in dressed stone, rooled with weak:> neither “Umar nor
‘Uthman had the mosque extended towards the cast. Bul Creswell does not diseuss the
traditions, including those reported by I Rusta and quoted below, that claim that
the gibla wall was moved first by Uriar to a line later occupied by the southern
columns of al-Mahdi's magsiara, and then by “Uthmin one bay further south to its pre-
modern positon. Nor did he take account of those traditions which specifically con-
tadict his account of the location ol at least somce of the houses of the Prophet’s waves.

Ihn Rusta reports two traditions to the effeet thatic was “Umar ibn al-Khagtab
who incorporated into the mosque the house ol his daughter TTafsa, the Prophet’s
fourth wife:

1t was reported from "Abd Allak il “Urmar ibn Hafs; he said “Umar ihial-Khanab ..

extended the wall of the gébda to the columns which ave where the magsia is today”

Then “Urhman ibn Aftin enbargee it until it reached the present wall, He said T heard

my father say “When there was need of the howse of Hafsa™, she said “How am To
make my way (o the mosque?” Fle {Timar] said to her “We shall
give you a liouse more spacious than vours and make vou a beter way than yonrs™

And he gave her the camponnd of “Ubayd Allah ihn "Umar, and it was a miibad.”

It was veporied Lrom “Abd al-Ralunan ibn Sa'd on the authority of his masters that

‘Unar thn al- Khatab extended the wall of the gitde wo the inagsare: then "Utlunan ibn

‘Affan extended it to its present positon. And he broughtinto [the mosque] the greater

4. Creswell b, vola i, ppazy 8. vold, ppa3drs 32

55 Sambidi 868, poeg ioe o pog line g A7, Samhidi 1368, pp.gy - 7 Sambicd roob,
Sambhiiedi 1god, vol.L pagl, lines 1 6.4 10 volt ppaasg O

50, Samhiidi 1868, pp.gr g0 Sambitd? gos, S8 For the sevbad, sce ppady - i3, below,
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part of the compound ol "Abbas b ‘Abd al-Mutialib, thar to the south, north and
west; and also he hrought o [the mosque] the houses of TTalsa bing Umar which Lay
1o the sonth. And the mosque remained inchat state andl it was enlarged by al-Walid
it Al al-Malik,

Both raditions locate I lalsa’s house some distance south of the mosque. ' hey oceur in
a passage cited by Creswell, they explicitly contradict his insistence on placing all the
houses against the castern wall ol 1he enclosure, and vet he does not discuss them.™

Samhiidi makes the following comment upon the traditions concerning “Umar
ibnal-Khateab’s enlargement of the mosque:

csomw ol the chambers of the wives of the Prophet were on the north side [of the
mosque] .. Umar did not bring any of them in[to the mosquc] but, on conrary, al-
Walid braught thern i and s "Umar lelt unchanged what was on the north side of
[the mosaue] standing just as icwas, and extended the mogque right up te them,™

In other words, Samhadi believed thal some of the houses stood a considerable dis-
tance north of the original enclosure so that even after ‘Umanr had extended the
moscue 5o cubits 1o the north they sdll lay outside its walls, Again, Creswell cites the
pages of the Afudase in which this passage ocenrs, but does not discuss ic."' Such
reports, however, are clearly in conflict with his principal source for the reconstruction
ol the Prophet’s House: "Abd Allah ibn Yazid's claim that he saw alf the houses of
the Prophet’s wives i a line along the eastern Hank of the mosque as late as 88/707.
T'o conclude this discussion of the “House of the Prophet’, the following three points
make clear that the Arabic sources cited by Creswell as authority [or his reconstrue-
uon of what he calls Muhammad’s house explicitly contradict that reconstruction:
1. Greswell placed all the houses against the cast wall of the courtyard, but most
(racitions agree that the apartments of the Prophet’s wives lay on three sides of
the mosque, except the west,
2. Notall the houses were built onto the perimeter wall of the mosque: the house
ol Halsa lay well to the south, other houses lay at least 15m (0 the north, and
Saliya’s house lay a considerable distance (rom the mosque;™

3. Ttfollows that, according to the sources cited by Cactani and Creswell, the
Prophet’s Mosque and the dwellings ol his wives did not all helong to a single
ensemble, as they believed, but rather comprised at least four, and possibly
more, distinet and separate structural units, what the sources call *his mosque
and his dwellings’ (maspidu-u wa-masikinu-fur).”

5. Thn Rusta rige, p.ay, lines g 16, Bz, Sarnhudigod, vola, poge6, line 16--end;

6o, Samhtdi 1908, vola, payso, lines o 15 cf. Bukhari 1862, volu, pp5o5 7.

see. SambidT 1868, pogg, Bnes 1214, 63, ¢.g 1bn Hisham 1858, p.ass.

A1, The passage does notocewr in Wiisten(eld's

CpiLoIne.

80



TIIE. “TTOTSE QF THUE PROPHET  ANT THFE CONOEPT OF THE MOSQUL

MIRBAD, MUSALL;\ AND MASJID

The demolition of the Caetani-Creswell reconstruction of the Prophet’s Housein the
previous section ratses the possibality that 1t may have been the Prophet’s Aosque
that was the prototype of the mosque m Islam, According to Islamic tradiuon, the
structure that eventually became the mosque of the Prophet was, at first, nothing
but an open enclosure with an unbroken wall in the divection ol the gible nordy) and
with gates through the other three walls. Ciould this simple structure have heen the
origin ol the concept of the mosque?

Comparable hvpaethral mosques are widely known throughout the Tslanic
world, and seem w date [rom the st century until today. [tis generally assumed that
they are simplificd versions of grander structures, and this 1s surcly true of modern
examples. Ancient hvpaethral mosques, by their very nature, are dillicult to date
without excavation, and I know of none tully and competently excavated.”' Reports
ot some of the first mosques to be built in the conguests, such as the carliest mosque
at Basra, deseribe them as simple open enclosures, divectly comparable 1o the
mosque of the Prophet.”™ An interesting group of hypacthral mosques in the Negev
has recently been published by Avni, who suggests that they can be dated to the 7th
and 8th centurics ap because they are built on or near settlements of that date
(ric.17,.°" A similar mosque in the Wadi Shira in the Jordanian Hisma was
described by Jobling, who dated 1t upon circumstantial epigraphic evidence to
1o7/72n—26."7 There is at least a possibility worthy ot further investigaton that the
openness of these apparently carly structures was 1 some way ntrinsic o their
design. (1t 1s no less possible, however, that such mosques arve relatively recent strue-
turcs in which, for decoration alone, stones hearing pre-Islamic and carly Islamic
mseriptions are reused. Tiis s cortamly the case, lor example, with the recent
‘tomb-mosques’ of the Ahl al-Jabal in the Harra cast of the Jabal al-Duruz.;

There was little to distinguish the carliest stage ol the Prophet’s Mosque from the
murpad of Sahl and Suhayl that preceded it upon the same site, and that Ibn Zurara is
sald to have used as a magnd before the gra" This formal similanty between mirdad
and masjid scems to be more than mere coincidence, tor several traditions report
that, betore his mosque was built, the Prophet would pray in marabid ™ Lhere 15 dis-
agreement as to exactly what purpose marabid served: most wradiuons suggest that

they were used as pens for camels, sheep and other livestock. The mirbad of Sahl and

64 For a lively discussion ol the problem, see 67. Jobling 1989, The mscriplion i now published:
Helms togoe, pp.gg—8e. Hovland rggzh, ppgy oo,

65, Baladhuwri 1853, pp.aab -7, sce alse 68, For the story in detail, sce ppaaeg 7, bhelow,
Creswell 190g, vol.a 1, paue. by. Bukham 8be, volr, pp.7o. 11g; val.g, p.gb. For
60, Avni 19g4. others, see Wensinck 1930, vol i, pe2in, sov. mardbid.
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Suhavl 15 also described as an area for drving daces, and this explanation 1s also
anven of the mirbad at QQubad’. later a mosque and a rival i lirsiness” wo the Magid al-
Aaby. " The dicuonaries specity that this latter mearnimg 1s peculiar to the dialect of
Medina, equivalent to the Yamani mastah and the parin ot Najd. Lane cires Ahi
Uhavd al-Qasim as lus authority thac both mobad and jarin ave the Hijazi equiva-
lents [or the ardar of Syria and the baydar of Iraq.”" The primary meaning ol andar,
baydar and jarpeis a threshing-lloor lor wheat and other grains, which suggests & twen-
tative link between the mirbad and the threshing-lQoor. Farin, mistef and mirbad all
convey the idea of flat, smoeoth surfaces and i is possible, of course, that inarabid were
pardcularly well-suited as places of praver hecause, they had clean, level Hoors, ™ In
adition. threshing (loors would ofien have been located on high places to catch the
breege, and high places were olten sacred sites in ancient Semitic religion. Thus, it
would be possible to advance what Wensinck calls a rationalistic explanation for the
use of such open enclosures as places ol prayer.”

such a rationalistic explanation cannot fully account for the rich assoctations of
maspid and mirbad which may he observed at hoth Mecca and Medina. When
Ishmael st arrived in Mecea, he built a dwelling on the spot later occupied by the
Ka'ha and ‘hult a circular hedge of doom palms around 1t and turned 1t into an
enclosure for his sheep™.” The Ka'ha 1sell; as built by his father Abraham, is said by
tradition to have been nothing more than an open enclosure surronnded by a dry-
stone wall the height ol a man.” At Medina, as will be discussed in decatl below,
Muslim traditionists stressed thar the mosque of the Prophet, like the Jewish
Temple, was founded on a threshing-Hoor/ drving-tHoor, and emphasised the point
by comparing the zudla of the mosque to the booth of Moses™. This booth would scem
to associate the Ark of the Covenant fwhich was eventually placed in the "Temple
lounded on the threshing-Hoor of Araunah the Jebusiter with the Snkkot booths bali
{on the anmversary ol the consecration of the Temple; 1o celebrate the Jewislh harvest
festival. There arc other indications that the mosque at Medina perpetuated the asso-
clation of the site with the celebratnon of the truits of this carth: the raceda or ‘meadosw?
ol the Prophet which lay between the tomb and the medar, the *garden of Fatima’
{fustan al-sqvyida Fatuna 11 the courtyard of the mosque; and the terms [or the courtyard
val-rahaba) and lor the enclosure around the tomb of the Prophetiel-fizari, which both

have the primary meaning ol 2 pen for animals or a place for diving dates.””

7o becker g, ppreya Boogy Beestiom gt prqe, sn, SEL
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THE “HOUSLE OF TIIE PROPIET AN THIE CONGEPT OF THE MOSOQUE

17. Plans of hvpacthral mesgues mche southern Negev highlands after Avni 1994

In his article on the musalla, Wensinek suggested that such associations widh the
{ruits of the earth might be the common thread linking these two open enclosures,
masjied and mzrbad. wo the third, mugalla.” Vhe muselld s often alarge, empty, square
enclosurc provided with multiple entrances and an unbroken gibla wall. ™ All that
distinguishes the musalli from the merbad and from the wvpical hypacthral mosque is
its much greater size. At Medina, tie Prophet is said to have used a musallo which lay
southwest of the town for eclebrating the two “ds; on both occasions, the Muslims
were preceded to the mugalld by Bilal, bearing the “anaza or spear, which was set in
the ground as the Prophet’s sutra. Some traditions identity the Prophet’s musadld with
the mosque of Quba’ which, like the Prophet’s Mosque, 1s said o have been origi-
nally a mirbed. It may be that traces ot an ancient relationship hetween the mirbad
and the musatla survived il recently in Morocco, where the extra-urban musalla
was olien a threshing-floor,”™ and where ‘anaza referred to an external milrab in the
courtvard of a mosque or in a musalla

Wensinck suceesied thal in pre-Islamic times, several rites, including sacrifice,
Fanlanl l * M [ :
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had been performed i an open enclosure, known variously as merbad, maspred and
musalla, and sought the association between such rites and the enclosures themselves
in the special connection of the latter, i their guise of mar@hid, with the fertile
carth.” As it stands, and with particular reference o pre-Islamic Avabia,
Wensinek's hypothesis 1s supported by wo little evidence to he more than intriguing,
bui three pomnts are worth siressing.

First, the [ruits of this carth and of paradise igure largely mthe Qur’dn, and are
explicitly assoctated with the Magid al-Laram. The just will be rewarded with heav-
enly fruit® God alone causes the fruits of this carth to grow,™ They are amongst the
signs’ [@dd] o those who believe, or have knowledge or wisdom. ™' The Jevality of
the dead carth is a sign of the resurrection o come. Abraham prays that God may
grant ‘fruits’ to the people of His Bayt.™

Second, hypaethral temples were a feature of ancient south Arabian religions
architecture,”” and, as we have just seen, Islamic tradidon sugeests (hat open agri-
cultural cnclosures had a special religious significance in pre- and carly Islamie
trnes. Islamic tradivon may also preserve [ragmentary details of pre-Islamic
hypacthral cults. For example, when the Azd and Ghassan went on pilgrimage (o
the 1dol of Manat near Qudavd, ‘they would not go under the shelter of a roof until
they had completed iU, Other tradittons associate open shrines with sacrifices of
crops and caule,” and with pravers for vain, seld al-istisga’ ™ The Prophet sacniiiced
in the musalla at the " al-kaby, and, when he led the selat al-istisga’, he did so not n
the covered moscue but in the open musalla or upon the summit of Abt Qubays.™
Inty /638 g, when "Umar ibn al-Klaoab led the Medimans in safaé al-ostivqa’, he
conducted the congregation out of the Prophet’s Mosque and o the country-

frd

side.™ 'L'he idea that rogadoens for rain had wo be made under the open sky survived

inte medieval and modern times, and the tombs ol saints who had the prerogative ol
istisga” have an opening in their domes,'™

Third, the poets celebrated the power of successive Umayvad caliphs to bring
rain and to restore fertlity to the carth. 'That this 1s more than empty pancgyric 1s

demaonsirated by reports that the caliph lnmsell’ led the safat af istga’ ™ Tlas sugoests

8. Wensinek 1917, 7. Schrudt w8y, poyy.

Bo. (r’on 105, XIMLg5, XNXVLA7, XXKVTL|2, B Azvagp 1838, poya ol Fahd 1668, pporag G
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why Umayvad patrons were so ready 1o take over from pre-lsiamic Christian and
Jewish culture the celebration i art of the [ruits ol this carth. The theme dominated
the mosaie pavements of churches and svnagogues throughout Palestine and
Transjordan i the 3th 7th cenoies, but reappears in the Umayyad mosaics of
Qasr al-Llallabat, Qastal, Qusayr ‘Amra and Khirbat al-Mafjar, and in the foor-
[resco of Gala from Qasr al-Havr al-Shargi™ In the audience hall at Khirbart al-
Mafjar, pride of place 1s given 1o an eniginatic image of a sprouting truit and a knife,
which may be linked ro both the fruit and katfe common in clivreh pavements and
(o the ethrog and Tulab ubiquitous i synagogue art; the latter, of course, helong 1o
the celebragons of Sukkar,™

This excursion [rom magud to mirbad 1o musaltd has rased the possibility that there
may be a formal connection between ancient hypacthral enclosures associated with
the celebration o' the fertife carth and the Islamic mosque, but the link is at best ten-
uous and, in the absence ol better evidence, i would he most imwise to place too
much weight upon it. There are, n fact, good reasons wo believe that, at the time of
the Prophet, the mosque must have been a more complex structure than a simple
hypacthral enclosure aligned upon a gibla. These reasons will be explored in the
next two sections: tor the moment, it seems probable that il the hypacthral enclosare
really was one of the formal ancestors of the Tslamic mosque, then it was a distant

one, and must be located im a time long before the rise of Islam.,

PRIMITIVE ISLAM AND THE EVOLUTION OF THE MOSQUE

Creswell's conviction that the courtvard of the “House of the Prophet” was the origin
ol the mosque led him to envisage its carly development as an evolutionary process
driven by the [uncional needs of the carly Muslims. 'The starting point was the
empty courtyard. Iirst, the sun heating down on the faithlul ac prayer created the
need for shade, the rooled zudla that was the germ [rom which the praver hall grew.,
Next, at the other end ot the courtyard, the lack of shelter [or the homeless mubiaprin
gave rise w the suffe which, in nime, became the sedg of the mosque. Then, paving
was introduced lest the actions of the faithiul, clapping the dist off their hands after
prayer, be mistaken for an intrinsic part of the new liturgy. And so on, until hie had
drawn a crude cartoon-sirip of tent-dwelling savages discovering tor themscelves the
most basic structural elements: walls, roof, paving, etcelera. This was what Greswell

called *Primitive Islam’, the absence of all architecwural knowledge amongst the

Gl Crone & Hinds gdt, ppdie- g, a3; Ringgen Flarmilton 150, plxema, Qase al-Havre:
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13, Reconstruction of Kufa vand the i af-Tednio alice Hillenbrand 194 ()

bedouin Arabs before they came into contact with real architecture in the lands dhat
they were to conguer from the Byzantines and the Persians. Fundamental o
Creswells noton of “Primitive Islam” was his insistence, agamst all the evidenee,
even after it had been drawn to his adenton, that Arabia at the rise ol Tslam did not
possess ‘anything worthy ol the name ol architecuare’.””

Barbara Finster and Geoffrey King have thovonghly ariticised Creswell's gross
underestimation ol the imporrance of pre-Istamic Arabia to the development of
early Islamic architecinre.” Here, Twish merely to point out that it the townsmen ol
the Hijaz were not tent-dwelling bedouin, and if the Hijaz was notarn architectural
desert, then both Creswell’s erude caricature of ‘Primitive Tslam’, and lis cartoon-
strip reconstruction of how the Arabs discovered architecture, from the tent to the
Dome of the Rock n two short gencrations, become highly suspect.

To take one familiar example: the widespread and persistent architectural
cnsemble of the mosque with the da@r al-imara againsties gible wall 1s (rst attested by
the historians at Kofa in 177/658 (F16.18;, According to what should clearly be
regarded as a lolktale, the dimensions and shape of the mosque at Kila were deter-
mincd by an archer shooting arrows towards the [our cardinal poines, and the dar
al-imdrg was subsequently built against the gibla wall because its treasury had been
robbed and iCwas hoped that the proximity of the mosque would thercalier protect

i Creswell employed this {olktale to historicise his cartoon-strip account of

5. Creswell tobg, vola, o ppao 1. oa. Balfdhur 1863, peest, LabarT 1870, voll,
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;‘PALACE

LARGE
ARCADES

Fignre g, Baghdad, assner’s veconsimetion ol the vound eiey eof al-Nongir dafiey Crresweell & Allan gsg;

‘Primitive Islam’, according to which “two trivial facts  viz. the marking out of
the mosque by arrow-casts and a burglary” are supposcd to have produced by
purest chance the architectural group that located the thrane room ol the caliph or
his representatve on the gible ol the jam mosque, '™

Once again, the very sources cited by Greswell in support ol hus argument in fact
contracict it Thus, tor example, Baladhurt reports that Zivad ibn Abihi moved the
dar af-tmra at Basra from the Dahnd’ o abut the gible wall of the mosque bhecause 1t
was unscemly that the snam should have wo pick his way through the congregation
on s way to the mdoah,"" No “trivial fact” at Basra, then, but an expressive political
gesture, Exacty the same gesture that can be seen, but on an impertal — even cos-
maological — scale, in al-Mansur's Baghdad (F16.1g) where the caliph’s palace was
located at the very centre ot the Round Ciry, with the gubbal al-fhadra’ directly
hehnnd the wefirat ol tie jane” on the hine of the gible.

What 1s more, there ave hints i Islamic tradition that ths architectural ensemble
may have had pre-Islamic antecedents, At Mecea, the Da@ al-Nadwa, the palace built
lor Qusavy ibn Kilab and *the enly place where Quraysh could seule their alfairs’,
lav on the north side of the maszd of the Ka'ha; that s, on the side of the pre-Islamie
gibla.""” At Medina, at least some of the domesuc aparunents of the Prophet were
attached to his mosque, and several traditions locate the apartments of "A'isha, in

which e Prophet himsell'ts saad (o have dwelt most of the time, against the gedda

roc. Cresweell tghg, vol L1, ppay 6 oz, Thn Hisham 858, ppfo, 83, 929 Paret o5,
101, Baladlint s60s. posas.
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wall." The association of the jam:” and the dar al-imare in carly Tslam thus scems 1o
have continued an established pre-Islamic architectural tradition, and was anything
but the chance result of "onaal facey’,

It is just such “trivial facts” as the sun on the backs or the dust on the hands ot the
carlicst Muslims that Creswell emploved to reconstruct the evolution ol the mosque,
bit hy bit, from the empty courtyard of the ‘House of the Prophet’. And yet, not only
was the starfing point for the development of the masque in Tstam patendy a tar more
complex structure than the empty hypacthral enclosure which Creswell imagined 1o
I the height of architectural endeavour amongst the primitive bedouin of Arabia,
but alse Creswell’s deterministic evolutionary process driven by functional necd, not
hurman will, cannot adequately account for the rapid and universal establishment of
the concept of the mosque within one or two gencrations of the Agra. Such reservations

are upheld by what is, in all probability, the cariest evidence for the mosque in Islam,
MOSQUES IN THI: QUR'AN

The origin of the mosque was not a question that Islamic tradition considered espe-
cially important or interesting. [slamie tradition never once suggests thal the
mosque — al magpd  was a specifically Muslim ercaidon, nor that the Prophet was its
creator.'” Passages in the Qur'ar were interpreted as references to pre-Islamic
mosques, and Muslim scholars simply accepted that the first mosque in Lslam,
whichever that was, belonged to a tradition of mosque-building that went back to
Abraham, il ot o Adam. " "There is some discussion of which was e lirst moscue
in Islam; most authorities report that the first Muslims prayed and even conducted
the Friday prayer in masaid before the Agra, and that the Prophet himself founded
masayid. including the mosque aw Quba’, during the Ajra 1o Medina, before his she-
camel led Liim to the site of the Mayid al-Nabiy.'™ "Thus, Islamic tradition is for once
unanimous that the structure built for Muhammad at Medina in the year
ro2/b2e g was a masud.

L part, of course, this unanimity can be auributed to the ambiguity ol the term
masjid. [n mature Islam, the word comes to mean both the distinctively Islamic

architectural form of the mosque and, much more generally, any place of prayer,

105, Sce above, ppoyg Hou moscue i Cevlon Thin Khaldin 1858, vol.a, p.ez2g,
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monumental or not, including structures that did not conform o the tvpe ol the
[slamic mosque. As late as the 8ihi/14th century, Ibn Khaldtin could sall use masand
to refer to Persian five-temples {buvit al-nai, wo Greek temples (hayakil ), and 1o “the
houses of the Arabs (hupit al-‘arab’ in the 11ijaz which the Prophet ordered destroyed
on his raids’. "9 This ambiguity requires a short investigation into the meaning of
maspid i the time ol the Prophet.

The etymology of masjid is lar from straightforward. In the medieval Arabic die-
tionaries, mayid is explained as a noun of place (masdar mimiy,. devived [rom the verh

e

sajada, ‘he prostrated himsel”, and meaning “a place of prostration’. Itis highly
prohahle, however, that magjid was borrowed directly (rom Aramaic as an isolated
noun, and so was not at first associated specifically with prostration. The word msgd”
appears in the Llephantne Papyri as carly as the 5ih century 5o inan oath sworn
hy the Temple (brigd” """ and the verb sgd appears in the Aramaic version ol Book
of Ahikar, also from LElephanune, when Ahikar bows down (sgd/#]i and makes obci-
sance helore the Assvrian king: in the same text, Lsarhaddon’s courtiers are “those
who how down’ “sedihy’. " But only the noun msgd” (variants msgd, migdy” and
masgd” occurs in Nahataean inscriptions of the 151 century ap, where 1t has the
specilic and apparently exclusive meaning ol a siele, statue, or altar dedicated to a
sod." " Similarly, only the noun ms'sd appears as a loan-word in Epigraphic South
Arabian, with the inferred meaning “praving-place, oratory ™' Very fow of the
twenty-cight occwrrences in the Qur’an ol the word magjid, or of the pluval musapd,
reveal anvthing about the practices [ollowed in mosques. Nonetheless, it 1s striking
that masjid is never linked with the verb sgiada, *he bowed down’, nor with its parts.
On the contrary, three principal verbs deseribe the activities performed 1n mosques:
dhakara, 10 commemorate ‘the name of Godi:'"? gama, 1o stand (hefore God), and
da, to call upon 'Himi."" This may, perhaps, reflect the independent entry ol masjd
nto Arabie.

"T'urning [rom the noun masjid 1o the verl sqpada and its parts, extremely few of 1ts

17, 1o Khaldiin 1858, voliy, g, nes 15, ne 170, ppeaog 5 no.abs, pp.2oa 10 0= Gooke
a8 Sachau 1gu nowss, papvrus 32, ppaoi g, 160, P38t noa Bl poare (= Oooke rgoy, pa2sgin
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Yardend 1g8y, volay, pp.ogl 7, By hy Hlerem] Suvignac 1gog. valll, nesy, prazeg by 417, plcn
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sixty-four occurrences o the Qur*aie refer explicitly w syjid as part of Muslim vicual, !
Iideed, in the vast number ol cases, as Abdelkacler Tayoh has recently observed in a
perceptive study, the myfassirs” tidy distinetion between ‘prostraidon of honour”
Uakii; and “prostraion of worship” (ibada) cannot be sustained; there is what he

" In about a third of

calls a juxtaposition of power and submission i prostraton’.
the occurences, there is no clear distinetion between swjid 1o God and prostration
betore His human agents, There are no less than twenty relercuces w the prostra-
uon ol the angels to Adam, and the theocratic foundadon of the caliphate is laid
when God announces to the angels. T will create a Mafifa on the carth’, and then
orders them to “prosirate themselves before Adam Guyjudiz li-Adam?. "' The insepara-
hility of syjud te God and 1o His deputy on carth is thus the concomitant of the indi-
visibility al 2 to God and to the Prophet. What are the implicatons of this or our
understanding ol the role of the Magid al-Nabiy in the carly Muslim communiny ?

Twenty of the twenty-cight Quranic occurrences of the ward masjid veler (o
specilic mosques but, inwiguingly, none refers to the Masjid al-Nabyy isclf, T'hey
inelude: fifteen to al-AMasjid al-1laram, "7 presumably the Meccan sanciuary, '
including one in antithesis w af-Maggid af-Agsa, wadidonally identificd with what
later becomes al-Haran al-Sharif 1o Jerusalem:" one historical reference w al-masjicd
whicly, from the context, clearly refers o the Jewish Temple; ¥ one relerence to a
maspied huilt over the Tomb of the Seven Sleepers:™! and the pair of the masjid af-dirar
and the masjid al-tagiea. " 'The last reference is of particular interest to this discussion.

The two mosques appear m the latter parvt ol Sarai af Lawha, which appears o he
largely concerned with the raid on 'Tabuk i the late summer of g/7630, 'T'he relevant
Passage reads:

And as for these who ehose a mosque out ol oppositan and disheliel, in order o cause

dissent anong the hehevers, and as 2 place ol watching for of ambushi on helall ol

those who carlier made war against God and His messenger, they will surely swear:

"Our intention was nothing but good’, God hears witness that indeed they are liars.
Never stand there. / A mosque founded on reverendal lear Ppiety™: from the first day

15 more wortly that you should stand inic ...

e Hadbuna liakdhadhit mraspdan disiine wa-kufran wa taffigan bayna s minsn wa-irgadean
fisinant harabe Hlaho wa-rasifa-fue min gabiu wa-la-veddifinna v avadnd@ dia T fnsna o Witne
veshhadu iina Tl adliabuna £l e fi-fi abadan fa-masjidun wssise la 1 tagrea min
cacreasli vina Wi el an fagion fi-hi )
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Without exegesis, the passage is obscure: some who pretended to be followers ol the

Prophet deliberately selected a mosque with the evilintention of dividing the com-
munity, and (o be a watching-place, or possibly an ambuscade, on behalt of old ene-
mics of the Prophet. The exhortation never to stand in their mosque imiplies thad this
is exactly what some of the Muslims did."* Insiead, they are encouraged to worship
in ‘a mosque lounded on fagzed’; a term which seems Lo be generice,™ althongl it is
tempting to identify this with the Meuayid al-Naby. ="

The incident ol the magfid al-déar has been extensively discussed by Michacl
Lecker, who makes a strong case that it s an authentic incident from the lite of the
Prophet.”” His carclul analysis concentrates npon [our main traditions which,
although they contradict each other on many points ol detail, ave nonctheless all
composed around a common core, The maspid af dirdris idennfied with the mosque
built by members of the "Amr ibn ‘Awlal Quba’ on the southwesiern outskirts of
Medina. All accounts agree that it was intended [or one of the leading Medman
opponents of the Prophet. Abit ‘Amir ‘Ahd ‘Amr ibn Sayli ibn al-Nu'min, of the
Banfi Dubaya itbn Zavd, a subdivision of ‘Amribn ‘Awil Abu ‘Amir is generally
knowrt as al-Rahib, usually wanslated, perhaps loosely. as “the Monk’, but e 15 also
called al-Yahudi. ‘the Jew”. *" He is identified as a kani/, andis portrayed as defend-
ing the traditional fawifiva, \he din Ihralam, against the mnovations of Mubammad: ™
the Prophet called him *al-lasiq’, the Sinful”." ™ The sources cannot agree as to why
the Bano ‘Awf built their mosque: their alleged motives range from a desire not 1o
walk too [ar to pray," "' 1o pious cnvy of the builders of another mosque.' = o their
reluctance (o pray in a mirbed where a donkey had onee been tethered, ™ 1o an
openly aggressive plot to butld a secure fortress for Abu ‘Amir, whenee he could
appeal to the Byzantine gapsar [or troops to drive Muliammad and his followers
from Medina."*!" But what is absolutely clear in all accounts is the rivalry, not jusi
hetween Abt ‘Amir and the Prophet and between the Bant ‘Awt of Quba’ and the

Muslims, but also between (heir respective mosques, One account has AbG “Amir
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build himself a mosque  presumably but not inevitably the masjid al-divar
speciiically as a stage lor his propaganda against the Prophet."™ The incident ol the
mayjed al-dirdr, as expanded in some of the carliest Sira licerature, thus porways the
Prophet and Abt ‘Amir as rival leaders of opposing communitics, cach with its own
magpd, which is not just a gathering place lor the community, but also a symbol ol 'its
antonomy, and of the authority and legitimacy of its leader. "The destruciion of the
masjid al-divar was a defeat both [or Abi ‘Amir, and tor his [ollowers who stood in it: a
victory hboth lor Muhammad, and lor the Muslims who stood in ‘the mosque
founded on reverendal fear”.

The compilers of the Sre thus had a clear view of what the inseparability of sujid
to God and to His Prophet meant for the magjid. Llsewhere, it is reported that the
first followers of the Prophet were known as “the People ol the Mosque’™. When the
poct ‘Abbas ihn Mirdis was sent by his father to worship Damari, the tribal idol of
the Banit Sulaym, a volee [vom within it said: “LUell all the tribes of Sulayim that
Yamari has perished. but the People of the Mosque live on {qul i { gaba’ili min
suleymin kulfe ha awedd damart wa-"asha ahlu lmaggids),” ' But the identification of the
Muslims as the ahbf al-maspid ts orviginally Qur’anic, for the Muslims arc there referred
to as the people (@hii-he; of the Mayjid al-Hearam."

We must also look bricfly at references in the Qur’an 1o masaid in general, Most
signilicant, here, are those passages which suggest that the early Muslims had several
moscues: one, which regulates the conduct of Mushms ‘in retreat in the mosques’
cduring the fast, surcly refers o phvsical structures.! ™ Several passages suggest that
the Muslims Laid claim o more pre-Islamic masaiid than the Mayid al-Haam: other
gods but the One  »d were worshipped in masgid, ™ polyvtheists serve in the measigid
ot God, hut should not do so;' ' and Mushms wishing to commemorate God’s name
in minsdiid might be impeded from doing so." The last of these passages would seem,
[rom the context, (o refer to Christians and Jews, and raises the question, also relevant
to the mosque built for Abu "‘Amir “the Monk’, ot whether the masgid belonging o

155 Leckeriggs. ppaiie, 15 Gonaagg. alone, so do ot nvoke any with God',
vt [ Thsham 858, ping, There 1sno Vio. CrTan DU T7-180 mad K 8L s o

g

'
mdication it the watwhiclomosgue was intended | ettt masdreda Hahe L enend sa i wiasdpeda Ha

the Masps al-Nadiv, the Vaypid af-Hora, or some
atlier mosque

137, Cur'mn nierg. See alsa g deseripuion of the
Band ETanash as the e af masid of Uw imosgque of
Qubia’ cited by Lecker 19, peog.

138, (b an WA B3 ron-tn b adura-frana e anbom

“hifuna fi 4 i@t Sec also Qw'dn viizg
L7 18, LXNIL L,
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memorated there”, The nextverse sugeests

that Chirstians and Jews are here intended,



TIE IMTOUSE OF THE PROPHET AND THID CONGEPT OF THE MORQUE

different religious communities could be distinguished from cach othier. Tha this
was indecd the case is suggested hy the appearance of masdjid at the cnd of a list of
different wypes of places of worship  saami®, biya®, salawat, and maséid - which
seems to imply some sort of dilferentiation. ™™ At the same time, however, the Our’an
uses the word masid of so many ditferent sanctiaries that its unlikely that 1t was vel
associated with any pardeular archicecairal type.

This short discussion ol mosques in the Qur’an has helped to clarily the ambiguity
surrounding the term magid. It has shown that although smagid can indeed mean any
place of prayer and need not imply 2 built strucwure, still less the architectural tvpe
of the Muslim mosque, the word was commonly used 1o reter to pre-Islamic places
of worship and, in the Qui ", is most commonly used ol specilic pre-Islamic sanctu-
arics. During the life of the Prophet, the Muslim community already possessed and
laid claim to more mosques than the Mayjid al-Haram and the Maspid al-Nabiv.
Although the physical characteristics of carly Islamic moscues are not described in
the Our'an, 1t sceimns that they could be distinguished 1o some way [rom other types ol
religious buildings, some of which were associated with Jews and Christians. 10the
mufassos” account of the mayjid al-dirar is accepted, ther the mosque for mosques; of
the Prophet acted as an architeetural svmbol of his anthority, a weapon in the war
against all who challenged it. In the Prophet’s Mosque, [rom its very beginning,
there was no separation of divine and earthly authoriy.

Seen in this light, the lack of interest shown by early Muslim writers in the origins
of the mosque becomes casicr to understand. What drove the the lirst Compaizons
out of Mecea to pray i the surrounding ravines (i ‘@) was not that the meyid had
vet to evolve or (o be created, but rather that they had been insuructed o withdraw
from the polytheists in the Magid al-Laram.' ™ The Qur’an associated the Masjid al-
Huen with Ibrihim, and thus revealed the primordial origins of the mosque.'** Bu
the Our'a@n also revealed that the Muslims had themselves possessed several masaid
from the carliest days of the community. Like Isfam itsell] the maspd was aboriginal.

THT. CONVERSION OF THE MOSQUL

The preceding discussion of the mosques of the Qur'an has raised the possibility that
the carliest mosques in Islam included j@hili mosques that had simply been con-
verted to 1slam. There is a useful parallel for this sort of conversion. Trombley has

recently studied the Chiristianisation of Syria in Late Anfiqguity, as part of a much

g2, O i I, cotse, reler not to al-Ueasfid af Hardgm bu wo al-bay,
g3, Thn Lsham 1856, poah; Tabart 187, almost universally undersiood o= 6B of-Heiam,
volT, pertbe. Sec also Qur'an <194 the Ka'ba at the conwe of of Vagid af-Horai

134 Quetan ey ey ungh g7 These passages, of
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broader discussion ol the Christuanisation ot Hellenic religion.’ ' The process of
acculturation that he describes hears many resemblances o the Islamicisation of
Arab society as reported in the Islamic historical wadition. His account of
Ritenchiistmsierang mcludes, for example, the Christianisation of incubation and of
rogationary prayers lor rain, which may he compared. respectively, ta the
Islamicisation of istikhera and stsga’.t © His discussion of the conversion ol pagan
wemnples mto Christian churches is theretore of potential relevance o this mauiry,'”

Trombley argues that temple conversions “the demolition or pardal disman-
ting of a sacred edifice and its modilication into a chinreh or martvrion” - were ‘the
logical consecuence of the theological tendencey w recategorize pagan deides into
destractive daimones”." ™ On the borders of Arabia, the demotion of deiy to demon
was still common i the carly Gl century. At Tzed in the Hawran, for example, an
nscription ol 515 celebrates the translormation of 4 pagan sanctuary inwo a church
dedicated 1o St George:

The abode of dermons has hecome the house of God. "The light of salvation shines

where darkness caused concealment. Where sacrilices w idols occurred, there are nosw

choirs ol angels. Where God wis provoked, nenv He s propitiawed,™
Exacty the same theological tendency 1o reclassify ja@eli gods and goddesses (sing. i,
iahe) as malicious demons (sing. shaptan, shavt@nae sing. jami, is encountered in lslamic
trachuon. In an account of the expedition sent by the Prophet w destroy Use shrine of
al-"Uzza at Nakhla, the great jafzli goddess appears 1o Khalid ibn al-Walhid as a demon
(shaylana; in the form ol *ain Abyssinian woman with dishevelled hair [sic. but see nate]
and her hands placed on her shoulders, gnashing and grating her tecth ... [He] deali
her a blow which severed her head in twain, and lo, she crumbled into ashes™. '™

The authoriry for this transformation of j7h7 deity into lslamic demon is
Qur'anic. In the Qui’an, the word shaytan oceurs six tmes in the indefinite with the
apparent meaning ot *a demon’; in the plural, al-shavafin occurs eighteen umes and
always denotes malicious beings ot some sort, although it is scldom clear whether
humans or s are intended. " In one instance, however, shaptan clearly refers to a

gahiltdeity; b= is twice used in a similar way.'”

L5- Arombley a4 <een o rock-carvings ol danciug-giels woreealls the

tpfn Fahd o740 Tabd gzgh, hairy demons” S of the Od ' Testaments e,

L7 Prombley gog. vola, ppaa 7. Leviticus xviLy: of. Roberton Smidh thgg.

1 Trombley 104, volx, porodi, ppaaze - For Islamie demons van Vieten gy
14, Wicldmgton o, volu, noaz 1o, ppaty 5o conveniently sunmarizes the account ol Jally in
Prenice 1go8, nocjg7a. Teombley 103, vol L paoy, @l Hoecan.

valar, ppagsy 0. 151 Fahd rgot: Rippi 1ggi. Fahd s asserdon that
e I ad-Kalhi g, poen (= Thial-Ialbn 12y, “There are nunerous passages where shadtire denotes
Py G Tler hadr was not dishevelled T the deities of paganism’ is to be treated with care.

brisuing, Qulled-op. die hadv ireadime: fa-idie luiea 139, (e "dn vy
i hinbastrenim pihatin e re-Ad | perhaps as may he 133, Qudrvioon & Xxxiv.ago 1.
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Muslim scholars went one step furcher than the Christian oppenents of pagan-
ism; not only did they reclassity jakidi deltics as malicious demons, but they also
reclassified idol-worship as a rite which had developed ont of the aboriginal religion
of Abraham, bul had subsequently been perverted. Thus, by the grd/gth century,
hoth jakili idols and, indeed, Uic very practice of idol-worship had been incorpo-
rated into Tslamic sacred history. According to Ibn al-Kalbi, from carliest nmes,
every pre-lslamic descendant of Ishmael who performed the gy would carry away
a stone [rom the Ka'ba and:

erect tiat stone and circumantbulate it in the same manner he used w circomambu-

late the Ka'bal, secking theveby its blessing and allirming his deep afllection for the

Holv House .. Intime, this led them wo the worship ol whatever ook theie foney, and

caused them to forget their former worship,

In this wav, the Arabs grew:

passionately lond ol worshipping idols. Some of them took unto themsches a wermple
around which they centred their worship, while others adopted anidol to which they
oflered their adoration. The persen who wis unable to build himsel{a temple or
adopt an idol would erect astone in front ol the sacred House or in front of any other
tenple lie might prefer, and ten creumambulate itin the same manner inwhich be
would circumambulate the Sacred House ... The Arabs were wont o ofler sacrifices
hefore all these idals, bactyls and stones. Nevertheless, they seere aware of the exeel-
lence and superiority of the Ka'hal, 1o which they went on pilgrimage and visitation.

What they did on their travels was merely a perpetuation of what they did at the

Ka'hah, because of their devotion o i

Thus, Arab idolatry. like Judaism and Christianity, was accommedated within
Islamic sacred history as a perversion of the aboriginal religion of Abraham, and
the idols themselves were converted back into the stones ol Abraham’s Ka'ha.

I[, with the coming of Islam, jaki/i deitics became mere demons, and the rites
ohserved at their sluines were revealed to have heen but perversions of rituals once
practised by aboriginal Muslims at the Ka'ha, it should have been velatvely casy o
convert the pre-Islamic religions huildings of Arabia into Islamic mosques. This, of
course, is exactly what is said 1o have happened at Mecea. Tradition reports that
the Prophet expelled from the shrine, and then destroyed, the 360 idols, but then
purilicd the sanctuary and converted its j@heli rices back to the din fhrakiin."

But what ot other shrines? Was there a widespread Islamicisation of jahif sanclu-
arics on the Mecean model ? We have already seen that several passages in the

Our’an suggest that the carly Mushims laid elaim to more pre-Tslamic masdjid than

154 U al-Kalbiggz, ppa, 26 gi- [hnal-Kalka tradilional acconnt, see Hanvtlng 1o8e with
e, ppye g4l CE i Hishama8s8. ppagr 2 comprehensive Inbliograpln.

155, Lora radical retterpretation of this
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the Mayjid al-Haram."™ There arce a few other references 1o the conversion ol jaheli
sanctuarics ino Islamic mosques: [or example, Ihn al-Kalbi mentions the idol-
block |sakhra murabba’a] of Allir “in the place of the left-hand side of the minaret of
the preseni-day mosque of T, and the white quartz idol of Dhul-Khalasa, ‘now
the threshold ol the gate of the moscue at Tabila’. "7 Il these ere temple-conversions,
then they are alone m the whole Aitab al-Asnam; but it would also be possible to argue
thac these idols were incorporated into mosques either as stones of the Abrahamic
Kabu reconverted 1o Islam, or as trophies symbolizing the victory of Islam.

A degree ol caution is necessary here because no systematic catalogue or study
has yet been made either from written sources, or from the archaeological and
ethnographic record, of pre-Islamic sanctuaries converted to [slam. That said, [y
chistinet impression is that Muslim writers, apparently against the testimony of the
Qur’anaselt, believed that the hivse Muslims did not generally convert jahili sanctuar-
ics o Islamic mosques. This is unexpected: either plous Muslims in the 2nd and
grd centuries had (orgotten {or chose to ignore} thal many j@/ilz sancinarics had
been converted o [slamic maosques, or such conversions were teuly rave. Teannot
resolve the enigma, but I point it out as a promising subject for further rescarch,

Lo cispel thart rather inconclusive note, it is worth repeating that there is ample
Qur'anic authority for the conversion of jekili shrines; that the theological precondi-
tons were fully satistied: and that the Magjid al-Llaram stood as a supremely conspic-
uous example of both the possibility and the legitimacy of such conversions. This

justifies pursuing the quest for the pre-Islamic models for the concept of the mosque.

THE FAMILY OF THE MOSQUT]
SYNAGOGUE_CIHHURCH,AND BAYT AL-'ARAR

In the centuries immediately preceding Tslam, different Near Fastern religious
building types made usc of a peristyle forecourt giving onto a covered space,
arranged symmetrically about the central axis of the complex, They may therefore
be bricly reviewed in search of the origins of the concept of the mosque.

I its Linal phase (245—256), the synagogue at Dura-liuropos was a rectangular
enclosure, divided into a torccourt with a single colonnade on three sides, and an
assembly hall {F16. 201, In the middle of the west wall of the hall, a niche directed the

worshippers towards both the Torah-scrolls and, approximatcly, Jerusalem.

1300 Chur " na. o z-18, LIS, 158, Thata number of j@#1F fortresses sing. wivm,
157, Dhul-Khalasa: Thn al-Kalbi g2, pa 60 The fasn) wore ransformed into maosques allir [slam
al-Kalhi 1924, po gz Fahd g8, pputn 8, esp. p.Ge2, see Tecker iggs. ppaii 170 might suggest that,
n.5. Allat: Ihn al-Kalbi 132, p.36 = Thn al-Kalln here at least, something otwer than seered space
192, pat Fuhedghd, ppat 2o, espopaze & nas. wits helng converted.
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20, Plan and Lometric reconstruction of the synagogue al Dura-Europos alier Keacling 1500

Immediately, wo the right of the niche, against the west wall, was the {ive-stepped
seat of honour’. In the northwest corner of the forccourt was a water-source, pre-
sumably [or ritual ablution. '

The formal parallels between the synagogue at Dura-Europos and the mature
stage of the mosque arc immediately apparent: oricntation upon a dircection of
prayer {gibla’: e Torah-miche Gnibirah); the “seai of honour’ (minbar); the ablutions-
facility in the forecourt (nida’a); and, most important here, the amrangement of the
whole complex (hall, Aaram, and axial peristyle forecourt, sefn.'™ Some or all of these
leatures ave (ound in other Diaspora synagogues, such as Prene'" and Sardis (116215,
m the synagogue at Jerash'™, and at Beth Alpha near Seythopolis in Palestine. ™!

The feature of greatest potential significance to this search for a model for the
concept of the moscue 1s obviously the axial penistvle forecourt. But this was the
exception, not the rule, in synagogue architecture. Tr occurred earlier and more

regularly in the Diaspora thun in Palestine. In Palestine and Arabia, it seems (o

150. Krachng 1g36. ppog 49, 255 607 Seager gge.
150, Lambert 1g30.
1691, Kraabel 1505, ppoaoy g, also cites carlier bib-

Licgraphy: axtal lovecourt fuo colonmade?, onentanon,

worah-niche, ablution basin.
162, Iraahel tggs. ppaor 6, also cites carlier
hibliography: axial peristvle forecourt, apse fvest,

acdicula for Torah scrolls added o cast end forien-

tated on Jermsalemin ingl stage {th contury,
ablutions fountain in centee of forecourt. Sec also
Seuger 1902

10y, ISracling g, ppast - 41 axial peristyle
forceourt, rectangular apse ortentated on Jerusalem.
Hip Sukenil g2 axial forceonrt mo eolonnacled,
apse ancd Torah-shrine oriented on Jerusalem.
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21, [somerrie reconstrucdon ol the synagogue at Sardis falter Gotman 19

have occurred in those regions where traditions of Roman public building were
strongest. Although it has been said that the combination ol assembly hall and
courtyard was ‘an almost invariable featire of [the| synagogues [of Galilee]”,"™ the
claim is doubly misleading. First, the prescnce of courtyards has been generally
inferred on the model of Capernaum, but there is no archacological evidence that
most synagoguces really did have adjoined courtyards.' Second, as the example of
Capernaum illustrates, courtvards [or which there 1s archacological evidence are
usually attached wo one ol the sides of the assembly hall, and are thus neither axial
nor torecourts.'

At about the same time that some synagogues combined an apsidal hall with a
colonnaded torecourt, so that both clements were arranged symmetrically about the
direction of prayer along the central axis of the complex, many churches developed
a similar arrangement {£1G.22). The basilical church with atrium became a wide-
spread and standard form during the [ourth century, A glance at the plan of the hinal
{pth-century; stage of the synagogue at Sardis (r1a.21; demonstrates its [ormal similarity
to this tvpe of church. Indeed, the architectural lavout o the synagogue and the church
miay occasionally be so similar that only arviefactual evidence can distinguish one from

the other: what was once regarded as the synagogue at Stobi is now identified as a

105, Scager o2, ppaoy B Mevers (g6, 137, Seager 1o, 1.0 .
100, Avi-Yonah 1961, cols. 176 7. 168, Seager go, ppaos - 5. Capernanm: Corlio 1oz,
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A rh-eentury basilical church with ateiuny: Busea iSvrias, al-Iavr
after Buler 9oy, 1a, pp.yg 81

ity

church,” while the *house-church’ at Prienc has hecome a synagogue.'™

Whether the synagogue with axial peristvle forecourt influenced the develop-
menl ol the basilical church with atrum, or vice versa, or whether each mfluenced
the other, need not concern us here: scholars are divided as to whether the two
developments are interrelated or merely analogous.'™" 1t is [ar more important wo
recognize that the development of both bulding types was informed by a common
concern o emphasise the direction of praver; a point ol obvious relevanee 1o the
Islamic mosque, to which I shall return at the end ol this section.

Thus far, T have considered the pessible influence upon the concept of the
mosque of synagogues and churches built in the Tands that were 10 be conquered by
Iskam, but what of Arabia? No archacological evidence has yet been tound to indi-
cate what the synagogues of the Arablan Peninsula betore 1slam might have looked

like. "2 We are hetter inlormed about the churches of pre-Islamic Arabia, The basilical
i

thg. Krasbel 1gos, poz. vy Lateray evidenec atresis (o thetr existenie:
r7o. Kraahel 1945, poio7. lor exarmple, see the Medinan swnagoses in the
r71. Kracling 16306, pozt, g Scager 1gn2, story cited by Locker 19g5, ppoat 2.

pp.a7 4
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church with atrium occurred widely throughout the fmes Arabicus, and may well
lave been carried hevond the {ronticr by Christian Arabs. although none is yvet
known. The recently discovered churches at al-Qusir :Faylaka:, al-Jubayl, and Sir
Bani Yas attest rather 1o the dominant influence ot the Nestorian church in the
Gulf. " Inthe Yemen, the chureh buile at San‘a’ by Abraha, and called al-Oahs (1.e.
ecclesia, seems Lo allest to direet Byzantine influence (r1c.23,. The basilical nave and
domed sanctuary scem to have referred 1o the Ghurch of the Nativity and o the
[Toly Sepulchre. The nave and sanctuary were decorated with mosaics, which may
confirm the presence of the Byzantine craftsmen reported by Tabari.' "t Al-Qalis
stood within a massive enclosurce, but may have heen a faran on the Arabian model,
rather than an axial forecourt.’””

Synagogues and churches were not alone in employing a penstyle [orecourt axial
to the covered space. "This arrangement may be (ound, too, in the buyut al-"arab, the
pre-Islamic temples of Arabia, both north and south. To begin in the south; ic has
long been recognised that the temple at al-1iugqa ofters a strikingly close formal

warallel (o what T am calling the concept ol the mosque (F1é.24)0; 7 1o Hugga can
I 2 I juc | Jug

now be added others such as Waddum Dhi-Masma'im and the tomb-temple at al-
Masijid (Fia.25°.""7 These temples are separated from the rise of [slam by u clhirono-
logical gap that may be as wide as hall'a millennium and which current archacolog-
ical rescarch is not yet able to bridge.' " It is now clear, however, that the 7th-cen-
tury Hijaz was not the architcelural desert envisaged by Creswell but, on the con-
trary. lay on the northwestern edge of an architectural kome centred in the Yemen
which stretched as far as Sassanian Iran and Abyssinia.' 7" In this context, 1t 1s
intriguing that the term M8°G1s avesied in Epigraphic South Arabian. '™

At the other end ol the Peninsula, as we have alrcady seen, the Aramaic word
(myedd ", [rom which the Arabic imasfid is likely to derive, occurs with some [requency
in Nabatacan inscriptions of the 1st century. Although continuity of terminology
need not indicate continuity of archifectural form, this nonctheless directs the scarch
{or possible prototypes of the moscue towards Nabataca. "' The meaning ol the term

msed” in Nabatacan inscriptions indicates not a built place ol worship, but a sicle,

173, Al-Qusore: Bernard, Callow & Salles 1on1; 177, Schmidh 1g82a; Schmide 1g8eb; Schnadl 1gdae.
Bernard & Salles tog1. Al-Jubayl Tangfeldt 1gg.. 178, Al-Hugoa was destroved Iy voleanic activity
Sir Bani Yas: Kine 1gg7. For Christianite inthe no carlier than the grd contury: Rathjens & von
Arabian Gulf, see Potts 1990, volan, ppano 3, Wissman 1g32, pp.14- 6. Gurrent vescarch: Doe
240 64, 3208 47, 1984; Ansary 1981 King 1g1; Keall 1953,

174- Taharrifzg, vola, paogs. 179. Greswell 190, vol.ly, proeg 50 Grabi 19865,
175. Awragi 1838 pbg. CL Serjeant & Teweock Tinster 1g73; Finster 1go1. King 10417 sce also

o8, oL 9. Lammens 1gae. .

1760, Rathjens & von Wissrman iguz, pp.z2y 75 180, Beeston 1982, poizs, s 801

Serjeant 1950, ppes2 3. i Towe this obsovation w Gerald Hawting,
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a5, derjeant’s recontruction of Abraham’s church of al-Qgalis at San'@ iafier Serjeant & Leweock 18530,

The measurerments ave given i diisg ™ — 0.16m;. The walls were 6 éfvra” thick

statuc, oraliar dedicated to a god."” Inmuch the same way, the ke“da ol Dha’l-Shara
at Petra, seems 10 have been anidol-block, not a huilding.'* As o the temples them-
selves, m some in the Hawrdan - that of Ba'l Shamin at Sha® (late 15t centwry 8o and
those ae Strand Sahr - the eella is posidoned approximarely in the centre of a rectan-
gular peribolos, the front halt of which is occupied by an axial perisivle forecourt
riG.20L " The forecourts have henches arranged around thiree sides under the root
ol lie colonnade, and Foerster therelore argues that they were the prototype for the
asscrbly hall of the Galilean synagogue, and thac the cella wis similarly transformed
nto the Torah-shrine ‘which was concelved as a minfature temple, an imitation of
the Temple in antiquity . Tt seems preterable, however, 10 regard both the
Nabatacan temple forecourt and the Galilean assembly hall as independently related
to the large family ol Hellenistic-Roman public assermbly hails with benches: the [ore-
court at Shi®is called @ theatron in the Nabatacan foundation inscription. '

Tri shorg, some pre-Islamic temples in both Nabataea and the Yemen, some svna-
aogues especially in the Diaspora, and basilical churches with atria, all hear a more
or less cistinet formal resernblance to what Lam calling the concept of the mosque, in
that an axial peristyle forecourt leads (o the covered space at the rear of the complex.
But even when the formal resemblance is extraordinarily close, as it is in the Dura-
FEuropos synagogue, it docs not necessarily demonstrate a direct connection:
indeed, in that particalar case, chronological and geographical distance clearly pre-
clude 1t As for other synagogues, the tvpe with axial peristyle forecourt is too rare,
and generally oceurs oo early and too far away in the Diaspora, to have influenced

the development of the mosque. Similar considerations must, for now, rule out the

e, Sovvdel 1952, pparos G0 But see note i 184, Butler 1go7, ppaabs 8508, ppag2d so
alwnve, S0, ppggr 3 Saheh CL Sourdeligge, ppaaoe .
183, Epiplanius gis. volan ppaedit 7 85, Foorster 148,

raeeg 1o hut following the reading of Ochlor it Lanmann igog, ppaBs gor Liwnann g,
1850, o334 5. The report s diseossed in Johns PRIt 7
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pre-Tslamic temples of Nabataca and the Yemen. Fawre a rehacological discoveries
mav, ol cowrse, bridge these gaps.

The case ot the atrium chiurch is rather dilfereni. Tn the fiest place, 1t was undeni-
ably well-placed in space and time (0 have influenced the carly development ol the
mosque. In the second, that is precisely what it did. Many Umayyad mosgues were
built by Christian masons and decorated by Christian eraftsmen who had learnt
their vrade in the churches of Syria. Many churches were converted mto mosques.
Later writers. such as Mugaddast, claimed that ‘Abd ai-Malik and al-\Wahd had

147

intended their religious monnments 1o outsbine the churches of Syria. ™7 But could
the basilical church widh atrium have been the prototype of the concept of the
moscue ? [Uis simply the wrong shape. T the church, the central axis is typically
three or four times longer than the widih of the structure. In the mosque. the length
and width ol the structure are typically equal, or nearly so; unlike the ¢hurcly, the
mosque may be wider than it is long. These strikingly difterent proportions const-
ite one of the chicf characteristies which distinguish the moscjue from the church.
That none of the bayt al-"wab, the synagogue, and the church seems to have heen
the immediate ancestor of the concept of the mosque, but that all shared the
arrangement of the axial peristyle forecourt, serves to focus attention upon the
architeetural function of that common fcature. First, although in cach the court-
yard was used for different purposes, in all it acted as a zone ol transiiion between
the public street and the sacred space at the far end of the enclosure. Sceeond, by
cmphasising the axial symmetry of the complex, the forecourt contr bured 1o the
architectural pointers that orientated the congregation towards the dircetion ol
prayer. The conryard ol the mosque also performed precisely these functions. Lhe
mosaue therefore seems o belong to what is best regarded as a family of rehigious
building types widespread throughout the Near East in the centuries preceding
Islam, "™ Tlhad family — and, mdeed, the comversion ol its members to Islam — scems
to be recognised in a passage in the Qu’an justilying war against the enemies of
Tslam: *For had not God driven back one group of people by means ol another,
there would surely have been torn down gaadme” [retreats of Ghristian hermits?],
bive” |Christian churches or Jewish synagogues?|, salaiwdl [places ol prayer], and

an

masdjid, in which the name of God is abundandy commemorated”.™ The precse
relationship of Ui mosque to the other members of this family cannot now he
reconstructed. but the family resembliance 1s readily apparent.

The anribution of the concept ol the mosque to a Late Antique family of reli-

17, Mugaddast 157730 bt ddei-friins i iy Ja-heddioned seveaiin i rea-frveuen
B8 Ul icdes 18 oL new one: see W -sntaroatin nn-masiiidn vodfhera i 0 sma HEh
Lambert 1gao & 1930 fatliiran.
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gious huilding types has not, however, brought us any closer wo identitying the
immediate origing of that concept. This line of inquiry peters out in the absence of
archacological evidence lor the mosque in the Hijax during the ja@hilr and Prophetic
periods. That all my attempts to wrace the evolution of the moscue have ended in
failure, persuades me to retrace my steps and pick up a thread left hanging owards
the beginning ol this article, when it was suggested that the crucial question is
whother the mosque gradually evolved from pre-existing architcetnral forms, or

whether i was created by the new Tslamic clite,
Ti1,. PROPHET ’ S MOS (lUF.

Although the Prophets House can not have heen the origins of the mosque, it rermiins
possible that the Prophet’s Mosque was the prototype of the mosaue in Islam, If so. as
we have already seen, 1t1s likely to have been a much more elaborate siructure than
the empry hypacthral courtyard described by Islamie tradition. In other words, we
have vet o explore the possibility that the Prophet created the concept of the mosque.

There s broad agreement in Islamic tradition as o the main points of the story of
the foundation of the Prophet’s Mosque. On entering Medina, the Prophet gave free
rein Lo his camel imril she stopped and “knelt al the door of the maosque [harkal “inda
babi -masfidi]’. This was a mihad owned by the orphans Sahl and Subayl, Their
guardian, Axad ibn Zurara, had used the enclosure as amagid for pravers and ricay
congregation belore the Agia. 'The Prophet summoned the two boys and olfered 1o
buy the mibad. They sought 1o make him a present of'it, but he refused and eventu-
ally boughtittrom Ibn Zurara who compensated his wards. The Prophet then hegan

o

to build his mosque. ™ This story echoes other loundation myths: the choice of site
by the Prophet’s she-camel recalls the role ol animal vuides in the toundation of
many cites, including Antioch, Rome, 'Thebes, and Trov. But the story is also a
calgue upon the foundation of the Temple in Jerusalem {the magid of Qur'anxvi.7i.
According o Samuel 24, Satan empted David (o conduer a census ol the people
ol Lsracl, agamst God's will. God punished him by sending a plague borne by an
angel. In the middle of the destuction of Jerusalem, God stayed his hand “and the
angel of the Lord was by the threshing-place of Araunah the Jebusite’. God then
commanded David to ereet an altar on the threshing-floor. David sought to buy it
Irom Araunah who thereupon offered it as a gift; David refused, and eventually sue-
ceeded in purchasing it. David built an altar on the site, and it wis here that

Soloman later constructed the 'emple. ™!
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Thas story was known to the collectors of traditions abour the Prophet’s Mosque,
aad aoversion of it appears in the accounts of the enlargement of the mosque under
Umar ihn al-Khawab. Signilicantly, in this version, David eventually purchases the
site of the "T'emple not from Araunah but from two orphansg, the counterparts of Salil
and Suliavlin the tradidons concerning the foundation of the Masjid al-Nabiv,™

There ave thus tour striking similarinies hetween the fonndation stories ol the

Lemple Jas retold m Islamic tradition; and ol the Prophet’s Mosque:

. the site was chosen by a divinely-mspired guide and noc by
the human founder fthe angel of the Lord; the Prophet’s she-camel);
2. itwas previously an agriculwural enclosure [goran; mirbad);
4. 10was owned by two orphans (.e, according to the Islamic version
of the story of David: Sahl and Subayvl);
1. Iromowhom, but only atter a struggle, the lounder succeeded

i purchasing 1.

The dimensions of the Prophet’s Mosque may also be significant, Although
Samhodi docs report a divergent rradition, atrributed to Kharija ibn Zayd ibn
Thabit, that the mosque originally measured 0 by Go cubits, most anthorities agree
that the enclosure measured 100 cubits square.'™’ These were the dimensions ol (he
court ol Solomon’s "Femple as given in Bzekiel x1:47.

Another Iilamie tadinon concerning the construction of the Prophet’s Mosque
refers not to the foundation of the "T'emple by David but, indircetly, 1o its dedication
by Solomon. The wadition describes the building of the zufla as lollows:

“The columns were ofpalm trunks and the ool ol palny Aronds. And 1t was said to
hin |the Prophed)  Why do yvou aotroollic [Le. properly]?’. And he said, Tois a hooth

like the booth ol Moses nade ol twigs and grass: e aflair [1e. the end of the world]
will liappei soouer i thay Zarishue fe-"arishd Masd, ashavbdtun wa tameamun,

AN

af-shhed s a jarli i dhiliia) .
This tracivon has been studied by Kister, who observes that ic must have been
widespread as early as the Tawe second or carly yrd century, ™ It contains a reference
Ly Levitens xxan, Moses declarng the Feasts of the Tord, and precisely to the Feast
of the Tabernacles (Sukkad, the Jewish Harvest Festival. The ephemeral booths or

tabernacles constructed on this festival both celebrate the harvest and commemo-

w2, Sanln 8660 poye, lines g ey Samhich 1), Samhti 71868, poros, nes g 1o and 1go8.
el voln poge, line 15 poggs, line 1o, vol.n, poaad, nes 2t Sece also note 30 above,
g, The story also bears strong similaities 1o the 13- Thn Sa'd 9o, volL e, pe.

story ol the purehase of the cave oF Machpelah at 190, Kister 1902,

Elebron by Abraliun i Geinesis 23,
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rate the hooths in which the Israchites dwelt during the Tixodus. " In addition,
hecause Solomon chose the cast of the ''abernacles for the dedicaton ol the
Temple, the booths also refer o the encaenia. Morcover, just as the [slamic trach-
lion contains an eschatological reference, so doces the feast of Sukkat have speaal
eschatological significance.'™

That the traditions surrounding the foundation of the Prophet’s Mosque contain
a reference to the foundation ol the Temple 1s apparentdy confirmed by the fact
that, according to most accounts, the mosque was founded on the anniversary of
the Dedication of the Temple. or example, lollowing the chronolagy given by Thn
Ishiiq. the Prophet left Mecca on Friday g Rabi® 1and, after three mghts in the cave
on Mount Thawr, rcached Quba’ on the following Monday e Rabt™ i Afler resing
there four nights. he set out for Medina on Friday 16 Rabi® 128 Sepember b2z,
Julian®. He prayed ar micdday i the Wadt Rantn@’, and it was in the late alternoon
or evening that his exhausted camel knelt down ac the spot where the Prophet
ordered the mosque to be built In s account, the dayvs of the week do not corre-
spond to the date ol the montr: thus, 16 Rabi® 1 fell on Monday, not Friday.
Assuming that Ibn Ishaq mistook the date but not the dav, and intended the
Prophet to arrive in Medina on the Friday, this would have corresponded precisely

to the anniversary of the Dedicavon of the Temple on 15 Tishri {25 September,
Julian, which began at sunset on 19 Raln" 1.

The traditions surrounding the foundation and construcuon ol the Prophed’s
Mosque thus contain the fragments of an artlul hierary conlection closely modelled
upon accourtts of the Joundauon and dedicaton of the Temple in Jerusalem. This
elaborate version 1s clearly carly, and must predate the versions given by Thn Ishag
and Ihn Sa'd; they or their sources suppressed. or more probably Liled 1o recognize
the relerence o the fondaton ol the Temple enibedded i the Islamic narrative.
Wity its strong eschatological vein and its preoccupadon with the Temple, the orig-
inal version could sell belong to the time ol "Abd al-Nalik, to the mid 7os/Ggos.

T'he fact that the only accounts of the construction of the Prophets Maosque o
have survived are hased upon an claborate literary conlecton which 1s apparently
Marwanmd in date docs not necessartly mean that they are without historical content,
There is, however, a lar stronger reason [or doubting the historvieity of the account of
the Prophet’s Mosque given by Islamic tradition. Tris the objection raised by

Clactani, that the moscue could not have sprung fully-lormed [rom the Prophet’s

1417, That the soretre lad o be ephemeral mi 108, Shacler 10930 & Shacler ggahi butsee also
explain why the mosque was sald t have been built. Rubensiein 10,

ol mud-brek, aomaterial, as King heas ponted out 150, [ Thsham 1858, ppog2l o7 Lor

g8, ppa7s e 708 that was toreign to Medina where unccrainties over the preeise dine of the dgea sec
stone was the nsiiad rmedium ol construcetion. Akkouch 1955, a8 Rubin tggs. ppaga .
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head on the very liest day that he set foot in Medina. To believe that the Prophet had
the forcknowledge, belore the formation ot a Mushm community, to build a scructure
large cnough to accommaodate a congregation of some 5,000, and helore the devel-
opraent of the Tslamie rite, o create an architectural form which, with only minor
modifications, would fulfil all the liturgical needs of mature Islam, requires an act of
taith of which L am incapable. [Others wilt certainly disagree, and not just those who
sce the land of God in historical processes, {or one student of comparative religion
has already pointed out to me that 1t s precisely the founders of new religions who
create, ex nihdlo, grandiose new sieuctures — seriptural, liturgical, and archuectural |

[t remains possible, of course, that the Prophiet did huild the mosque that became
the prototype [or the mosque i Islam, but that he did so, not on the first day thar he
arrived in Mcedina, but very much later, afier the Mushm commurity had grown
large and afier there had developed the essential components of the Islamic rice; for
exainple, after the victory at Hunayn, This Prophet’s Mosque could have survived
just fong cnough to have served as the prototype for the st mosques 1o be built in
the conquests, betore it was demolished and rebuilt by “Umar. Islamic tradition,
admittedly, contains nothing that might support this hypothesis; indeed, there 1s
nothing n tradition to suggest that the Prophet’s Mosque was so specially revered
that it could have served as the model tor the mosque in Tslam,

(Given the rudimentary design and humble [abric of the Prophet’s Mosque, 1t could
not have heen its architecture or its decoration that would have caused 1t Lo he
adopted as the model for the mosque in Islam; rathier, it would have been its associa-
ton with the Prophet. Tuis thus highly peculiar that, despite the obsessive search for
area i, tradition makes no atempt to idenuty the Prophet as the creator of the mosque.
Morcover, there is little suggestion, at least not until it was rebuilt by al-Walid, that the
fabric of the Prophet’s Mosque was regarded with any spectal reverence, still less as
the pratotype of the mosque in Islam*" What s more, traditon betrays no embar-
rassment that the early caliphs weated the Prophet's Moscque with complete disregard.
Iirst *Umar complerely demolished, enlarged and rebuilt the Maspd al-Nabiy, replac-
ing the palm-trunks with colunms of timber and mud-brick. Then ‘Uthman destroyed
‘Umar’s mosque, and built his own m cut stone and plaster. frwas only when al-VWalid
completely demolished and rebuilt the Prophet’s Mosque for a third time that voices
were ratsed in protest, although al the destruction not of the moscue but of the fujuidt.
The sacralisation of the Adayid el Nabiy thus seems to belong to the Marwanid process
of commemoraton ol the Prophet examined below by Barry Flood.

200, Pedersen d1g80, ptgfh, col. aj claims that the point cited by Pedersen Tubart 870, vol,
Tabar fexpressly cmphasised’ that the plan ol Kafa pozgfo, ines 4 11— nory sotar as T ean see from a
[was an exact reprodicion ol el of the mosgue thorougls reading of the Fnglish transladon,

in Medima®. Tabart does o such tuing, neither at elsewhere.
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There are, in short, strong reasons to doubt that the ongmal Mayed al-Naby
Medina could have served as the model for the mosque 10 Islam. While these by no
means rule it out completely, they do incline me to suspeet that the plan of the
Prophet’s Mosque, as veported in the written sources, may have been reconstrocted
retrospectively in the 2nd or grd century by plous traditonalists who ook as their

model the mosques in which they themselves were accustomed to prayv.

TUMAR IBNAL-KHATTE&B ANDTHE CONCEPT OF THEMOSQUE

The concept of the mosque was not the product of gradual evolution alier the Ay,
hut was created or adopted by the Muslim elite as the template for the religious
architecture of Islam. While 1t remains possible that the Magid al-Nabiy was the
maodel for this concept, there are reasons to doubt the accuracy of the deseription ol
the Propliet®s Mosque given by Tshamic (radition. That the concept of the mosque
wis not yet established during the lifeume of the Prophet is indicated by those pas-
sages in the Qur’an which suggest that the word masjid was not yel associated with a
particular architectural tvpe. Ta this context, it is surely not msignificant that the
Chr'an makes no explicit reference w the Magid al-Nabiy. 1f the Prophet was not himselff
the creator or the adopter of the concept of the mosque, surcly 1t must have been a
caliph, but which?

Archaeological evidence comes toe late to do more than suggest that the concepr
was probably cstablished hefore the aceession of the Umayyads: it certamly dictated
the plan of Wasit in 84/703, and may have heen [ollowed at Kila in 50/070 and at
the Aqsain the early 40s/0660s. The earliest written evidence tor the mosque m Islam,
independent of Islamic wadition, is the th-century Georgian pious tale, republished
by Ilusin in Bayt al Magdis 1, which places the construction of the first Aqsa mosque n
the patmarchate of Sophronius, who died on 11 March 630 or 6407 If this Aqsa
mosque — the Georglan text uses the Arabic word midzgitha — tollowed the concept of
the mosque — and it must be stressed there is no evidence thatit did - then the choee
ol caliphs is narrowed to two: Abnn Bakr and “Umaribn al-Khauals.,

Abi Bakr is said to have had a magid outside his house at Mecea before the g,
and to have renewed the worm-eaten palm-trunk columns in the Prophet’s Mosque,
but he does nol otherwise feature in Islamic wadition as a builder of mosques. ™™ In
complete contrast, ‘Umar is portraved as an almost obsessive mosque-hulder. e 1s
sald (o have enclosed the faram at Mceccea, to have rebuilt the Prophet’s Moscue n
Medina, to have built the Hrst Masjid al-Agsa, to have commarcled and supervised

201. 1lusin 1gg2. PRagt 4 Samhiadigod, voln pap.
2i2. Thn Hisham 1838, poeghh. Samlbadi 1868,
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from alir the foundaton of mosques in the awesar, including Basra, Kala, and Fustat,
and 1n the conquests, including Alexandria, Damascus, Mada’'in, and Mosul: in
addition, popular tradition aseribes to him literally hundreds of maosaues, probably
more than o any other ligure except the Prophet himself.

Thix image of “Umar the Mosque-huilder 1s sustained by the tollowing passage in
Tabart's fistery. After deseribing the foundation ol the fivst mosque al Kada in
17/658 according 1o Uman's instructons, Tabard continues, apparently in his own
voree: wa-ka-dhialifia kanat? -masajide md Fhala Emaspida Hharama fo-fan la_pushabbifing
hi-hi masdjida ta” ztman U-fuamati-hi ; which Juynboll translates “In the same manner,
other mosgues were laid out, except the Masjid al- Haramg in those days they did not
(ry 1o cruulate that out ol respect for its holiness™.” In other words, Tabari believed
that the caliph "Umar ihn al-Khatah decrced thag all congregational mosgues
should he laid out according to a common standard. Given our present ignorance ol
the archacology ol the mosque belore the Sos/700s, this 1s our best evidence for the

origin of the concept ol the mosque.
SUMMARY

In conclusion. it may help to give a briel summary of this long article. Belore the end
of the 15t century, the mosque had spread thoughout the conquests. Diespite the many
vartations in plan, clevation, construction, and decoration, which tend to reflect the
incigenous traditons of the conguered cultures, all congregational mosques con-
formed o 2 common standard thad [ lave called the concept of the mosque. There 13
[ archacological evidence that all congregational mosques were built according to
this concept by the 8os/700s, and there 13 less reliable evidenee that this standard was
already m use at Jerusalem in the 4os/660s and at Kafain the 50s/670s.

Creswell believed that the Islamic mosque was the product of ‘trivial facts’, of a
casual process of cvolution starting with the open courtyard of the Prophet’s House
in Medina, The eritical analvsis of Creswell’s reconstruction of the Prophet’s House
demonstrates that the origin of the mosque in Islam cannot have been thac simple
domestic courtyard. Tslamic tradition is clear that the Prophet built a moscque for the
carlv community, and an analysis of the moscues of the Qur'an suggests that, during
the lledame of the Prophet, the mosque was already an established institution that
conld be disunguished [rom other types of religious buildings. The Qur’an uses the
word masjid of so many different sanctuarices, however, that it seems unlikely that it
was yet associated with a particular architectural tvpe,

sor Tabarn iy, voln poag8ys Tabind-Juynboll
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I"aint traces of the prehistory of the mosque are dimly pereeptible betore Islam.
The open enclosure aligned upon a gibds scems to have been intrinsic 1o the concept
of the mosque, and may, conceivably, be traced back 1o an ancient tradition of
hypaelliral enclosures associated with the veneration of the fertile carth. On firrmer
aromnd. the concept of the mosque clearly belongs o a family of Tate Antique reli-
gious buildings, including the church, the synagogue, and the Arabian temple, all of
which arranged a colonnaded courtyard and a covered sanctuary symmetrically
ahout a central axis. [t is not yet possible to demonstrate when, where, or how the
mosque beeame clearly distinguished from other members of this family. Butitis
clear that, some time alicr the Zdjra, probahly after the death of the Prophet and
before tic accession of the Umayvads, the concept of the mosque was adopted as
the commeon standard to which all congregational mosques were built.

The deseription of the Prophet’s Mosque given by Tslamic iaditon is of a build-
ing which conforms to the concept of the mosque, and it remains possible, il
unlikely, that the Magjid al-Aabzy determined that common standard. But there are
strong reasons to doubt that this was so, and to suspect that the description of the
original Masjid al-Nabiy may have been composed vetrospectively by pious Mushims
who took as their model the mosques in which they themsclves were saecustomed o
prav, long after the Prophet’s Mosque had disappearcd under the snecessive recon-
structions by ‘Umar, Uthmin, and al-Walid.
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On the contrary, there is what appears (o be explicit testimony that ‘Umar ibn ai-
Khatah decreed that all congregational mosques should be constructed in the manner
of the mosque huile at Kiila i the vear 17/648 (k16,271 In the ahscence of archaco-
logical evidence tor the crucial [ormative period, this is the most likely moment at
which the concept of the mosque was removed (rom the family of Late Antique reli-
gious buildings in which it had hitherto developed, and was established as the common

standard tor the religious architecture of Tslam,
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