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GULRU NECIPOGLU

THE DOME OF THE ROCK AS PALIMPSEST: ‘ABD AL-MALIK’S
GRAND NARRATIVE AND SULTAN SULEYMAN’S GLOSSES

In his new book on the Dome of the Rock, which
has held a specially privileged place in his inspiring
scholarship for more than half a century, Oleg Grabar
explores a novel trajectory of inquiry: “telling what
the building meant in its long history.”" Aiming to
interpret the “relationship between a building that
remained more or less unchanged and a political as
well as spiritual history that changed a great deal over
the centuries,” he observes that a striking characteristic
of the Dome of the Rock was the preservation of its
basic form during countless restorations, while only
its surfaces were transformed and adapted to new con-
texts.? As such, the unique commemorative monument
commissioned by the Marwanid caliph ‘Abd al-Malik
(r. 685-705) constitutes a veritable palimpsest, with its
latest modern restorations approximating the appear-
ance it acquired during Ottoman times, particularly
after the renovations by Sultan Stleyman (r. 1520-66),
the most prominent feature of which was the reclad-
ding of its exterior with polychromatic tile revetments
(fig. 1).% In this wibutary essay, I would like to respond
to Professor Grabar’s wish that his latest book attract
others to explore further, within the context of the
Dome of the Rock, new “details being discovered in
medieval books of praises of Jerusalem, and our whole
conception of Ottoman culture and ideology.”
These two subjects are, in fact, closely interrelated,
because sixteenth-century Ottoman perceptions of the
Dome of the Rock were to a large extent shaped by
Arabic and Ottoman Turkish compilations modeled on
earlier books on the merits of Jerusalem (fada’il bayt
al-magqdis), revised with new guidelines for pilgrims.
By interacting not only with the building itself, but
also with this genre of literature (rooted in traditions
as old as the late seventh and the beginning of the
eighth centuries), the renovations sponsored by Sul-
tan Sileyman resuscitated some of the Dome’s former
associations. The spectacular building enshrining the
venerated Rock constituted the focus of both ‘Abd al-
Malik’s and Sultan Suleyman’s construction activities

at the sanctuary in Jerusalem, projects that articulated
an inextricable link between state religion and dynastic
politics. The Ottoman sultan’s restoration campaigns,
which in Grabar’s words amounted to “reconsecrat-
ing an old sanctuary,” involved a process of selective
recovery and reinterpretation. I shall argue that this
process contributed to the reemergence of a dormant
substratum of local traditions and collective memories
existing in a “latent state,” which “may disappear and
be revived under similar circumstances.”

Besides attempting to interpret the Dome of the
Rock in light of its Ottoman glosses, I will stress its
dialogical relationship with the narrative discourses
of accompanying buildings in the “master plan” con-
ceptualized by ‘Abd al-Malik for the gigantic com-
plex (almasjid al-agsa, al-masjid bayt al-maqdis) that
came to be known as the Noble Sanctuary (haram al-
sharif) in Mamluk and Ottoman times. Since several
publications have traced the construction history of
the Haram across a broad sweep of time, I have cho-
sen to concentrate here on the Marwanid and Otto-
man layers of its “grand narrative,” without dwelling
on a detailed architectural analysis of the buildings
themselves.” After presenting in the first part of this
essay my personal exegesis on the elusive meanings of
‘Abd al-Malik’s Dome of the Rock, an arena of con-
siderable debate with a longstanding venerable tradi-
tion of its own, I shall tum in the shorter, second part
to the relatively unexplored terrain of Sultan Suley-
man’s interpretive glosses, overlaid on the building’s
“palimpsestous” surfaces.”

[. NARRATIVITY OF THE DOME OF THE ROCK
WITHIN ‘ABD AL-MALIK'S MASTER PLAN

The transformation of the Temple Mount into a
multifocal pilgrimage complex in the course of the
seventh and early eighth century paralleled both the
construction of Muslim traditions articulating its holi-
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Fig. 1. Dome of the Rock with upper platform of the Haram al-Sharif, view from the west. (Photo: Yossi Zamir/Corbis)
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ness and the mapping of Qur’anic references onto its
components, a process in which textual and architec-
tural narratives mutually reinforced one another. By
the conclusion of the Umayyad period (661-750), the
commemorative structures of the precinct had become
enmeshed within a nexus of memories, bearing wit-
ness to the saturated sanctity and redemptive power
of the complex and to its special place within the
divine plan, extending from the creation to the end
of time. As such, it offered a new paradigm of salva-
tion, claiming to be the future locus where God would
judge humankind and specially favor the adherents
of Islam, the final monotheistic faith, revealed to the
Prophet Muhammad as a reminder of the imminent
day of reckoning—a revelation that reiterated ear-
lier versions “distorted” by the “People of the Book”
(Jews and Christians).” The multiple threads of this
grand narrative, translated into architectural sites of
witnessing, would be recast, reinterpreted, revised, and
renegotiated through subsequent elaborations over the
ages. Thanks to its numinous potency, bolstered by a
combination of aesthetic power and resonant layers
of meaning imbued with spiritual as well as temporal
significance, the complex continued to flourish in spite
of conquests and changes of regime (figs. 2 and 3).

The early-seventh-century architectural history of
the sanctuary is veiled by mythical accounts, just as
the relationship of its layout with hypothetical recon-
structions of the pre-Islamic Temple Mount remains
far from resolved.'” The few written sources from this
period suggest that a modest congregational mosque
was commissioned along the southern wall of the
precinct by the caliph ‘Umar b. al-Khattab (to whom
semi-mythical traditions attribute the uncovering of
the Rock, which was hidden under debris) soon after
the conquest of Jerusalem (ca. 638) and prior to the
death of the patriarch Sophronius (ca. 639). That
mosque seems to have been renovated by Mu‘awiya b.
Abi Sufyan, the governor of Syria-Palestine (640s) and
first Umayyad caliph (r. 661-80). The pilgrim Arculf
(670s) described it as a rectangular “house of prayer”
that could accommodate at least 3,000 people.”

The initial focus of construction, then, was a spa-
cious congregational mosque whose two commemo-
rative mihrabs, named after the caliphs “‘Umar and
Mu‘awiya, are mentioned from the eleventh century
onwards, in books written in praise of Jerusalem, as
being located within the subsequently rebuilt Agsa
Mosque.'? Nevertheless, the perception of the precinct
as a sanctified place for seeking God’s forgiveness is
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attested early on by the pilgrimages of several Com-
panions of the Prophet. Moreover, the caliph ‘Uth-
man (r. 644-56), the murdered kinsman of Mu‘awiya,
who adopted the slogan “Vengeance for ‘Uthman”
to justify his own caliphal claims against those of the
Prophet’s son-in-law ‘Ali (r. 6566-61), endowed for
the people’s benefit the nearby sacred Spring of Sil-
wan. One of the early pilgrims was ‘Umar’s pious son
‘Abdallah b. ‘Umar (d. ca. 692-94), who performed a
pilgrimage there in 658, having reportedly regretted
his presence at the Siffin arbitration during the first
civil war (657-61) between the caliph ‘Ali (based in
Iraq) and Mu‘awiya (the governor of Syria-Palestine,
who was then aspiring to the caliphate).”

It was in Jerusalem that, prior to his declaration
of war against ‘Ali, Mu‘awiya made a pact with ‘Amr
b. al-‘As, whose conquest of Egypt in the summer of
658 shifted the balance of power in favor of his ally,
whom the Syrians had acknowledged as caliph earlier
that year. Mu‘awiya’s building activities at the site of
the former Temple are recorded in several non-Mus-
lim sources, which mention his restoration of its walls
as well as clearing work performed on its grounds
(sometime between 658 and 660) by Egyptian work-
ers “with the help of demons,” before the staging of
the formal ceremony in general recognition of his
caliphate that took place there in July 660."* Likewise,
Mutahhar b. Tahir al-Maqdisi (ca. 966) states that the
sanctuary in Jerusalem remained in ruins untl it was
rebuilt by the caliph ‘Umar and then by Mu‘awiya, who
took the caliphal oath of allegiance in it."” Mu‘awiya
is reported to have announced from its minbar that
“what is between the two walls of this mosque (masjid)
is dearer to God than the rest of the earth,” presum-
ably a reference to the whole praying ground of the
precinct.'® He is also said to have propagated the use
of the term “land of the Gathering and Resurrection
[on the Day of Judgment]” (ard al-mahshar wa "l-man-
Shar) with regard to Jerusalem.!” Mu‘awiya furthermore
attempted to extend Jerusalem’s sanctity to the entire
province of Syria-Palestine (alsham), the locus of his
capital, Damascus, for he told emissaries from Iraq
to his court that they had arrived at “the seat of the
best of caliphs” and at “the holy land, the land of the
Gathering and the Resurrection, and the land of the
graves of the prophets.” He thus established a prece-
dent for identifying the holiness of the sanctuary in
Jerusalem with cosmology, eschatology, and the legit-
imization of dynastic caliphal authority—themes that
would further be elaborated in the expanded grand
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Fig. 2. Aerial view of the Haram al-Sharif from the cast, with the Holy Sepulcher in the upper left corner. (Photo: © Baron

Wolman)

KEY FOR FIG. 3

GATES AND WALLS

L. (North) Gate of the Chain (bab al-silsila); (south) Gate of the Divine
Presence (bab alsakina), also known as Gate of the Law Court (bab
al-mabkama) after the Shari‘a Courl w its south [Gate of David]

2. Gate of the Maghvibis (bab al-maghariba), with Barclay's Gate under
it {Gale of Remission (hab nl—[zi,z_tn)fir

3. Mosque of the Maghribis, with al-Fakhriyya Minarel

4. Double Garte with corridor (closed) (Gate of the Prophet (bab
al-nabi) ]

5. Triple Gate with corridor (closed) [Gate of Repentance (bab al-rapma)
and Mihrab of Mary]

6. Single Gate (closed)

7. Battlement with protruding pillar marking the place of the Sirat
Bridge

8. ancral Gate (bdb al-jand’iz), also known as Gate of al-Buraq
(closed)

9. Golden Gale (closed) [Gate of Mercy; a double gate known after
the mid-eleventh-century walling up of the Gate of Repentance (no.
5 above) as (north) Gate of Repentance (bab al-tawba) and (south)
Gate of Mercy (bab al-rahma)].

10. Solomon’s Throne or Footstool (kurst sulayman)

11. Station {maqam) of al-Khidr

12. Gale of the Tribes (bab al-asbat)

13. Minaret ncar Gate of the Tribes (bab al-ashat)

14. Gate of Remission (dab al-hilta) [former position at no. 2 above]
15. Gate of Darkuess (baé al-“aim), also known as Gate of the Glory of
the Prophets (bab sharaf al-anbiya or bab al-dawadariyym)

16, Minaret of the Ghawanima Gate, named alter the Ghanim family
[Minaret of Abraham]

17. Ghawanima Gate [Gate of Abraham (bab al-khalil)]

18. Gale of the Superintendant (hab-al-nazir)

19. Iron Gate (bab al-hadid)

20. Gate of the Cotlon Merchants {(bab al-gaiianmm)

2. Ablution Gate (bad al-mathare)

22. Minaret of the Gale of the Chain (hab al-silsila)

RAISED PLATFORM

23. Southern Stairway [Station of the Prophet (magam al-nabi)]

24. Stone Minbar of Burhan al-Din adjacent to the pier of the south-
ern stairway

25. Dome of Yusuf

26. Dome of the Prophet (qubbat al-nabi) with Red Mihrab on its pave-
meny labeled Dome of Gabricl on de Vogtlié’s plan

27. Dome of the Ascension (qubbat al-mi‘vay)

28. Convent of Shaykh Muhammad of Hebron with underground vaul
enclosing a natural rock and early mihrab (alz@wiya al-muhammadiyyay,
also known as Mosque of the Prophet (masjid al-nabi)

29. Dome of al-Khidr (qubbat al-khidr)

30. Donve of the Spirits (qubbat al-arwah)

31. Dome of the Rack (qubbat al-sehhra)

32. Dome af the Chain (qubbal al-silsila)

33. Western Stairway of al-Buraq

OQUTER COURTYARD

34. Fountain of Sultan Sileyman with abutting mihrab aedicule

35. [wan of Sultan Mahmud 1, also known as Dome of the Lovers of
the Prophet (qubbal al-‘ushshaq al-nabi)

86. Dome of Solomon (qubbat suluyman) [Solomon’s Throne or Foot-
stool (kurst sulayman)]; labeled Throne or Footstool of Jesus on de
Vogiié’s plan

37. Fountain of Qayilbay

38. Fountain of Kasin Pasha

39. Dome of Moses (qubbat miisi)

40. Founain known as the Cup (alka’s)

41. Aqsa Mosque: a. Well of the Leaf (br'r al-waruga); b. Mihrab of
Zechariah; c. Sation (magam) of ‘Uzayr; d. Mosque of “Umar

42. Mihrab of David

43. Market of Understanding (sitg al-marifa)

44. Cradle of Jesus (mahd ‘isa)

45. Subterranean vaults known as Stables of Solomon
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Fig. 3. Plan of the Haram al-Sharif. The added numerals correspond to the key (seec opposite page), which provides
nineteenth-cencury names and, in brackets, some of their early medieval counterparts. (After Melchior de Vogié, Le Temple

de Jérusalem, Monographie du Haram-ech-Chérif [Paris, 1864], pl. 17: “Plan du Haram-ech-Chérif, suivant Catherwood avec les
dénominations arabes”)
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the Dome of the Rock but also the development of the
whole precinct, which in time included the rebuilding
ol the Agsa Mosque; the construction of a number of
commemorative structures on the central raised plat-
form; the renovation of the outer walls with some of
their monumental gates; and the axial alignment of
the complex with the city below. These buildings were
complemented by massive rectangular administrative
and residential structures (of uncertain chronology
and function) forming an L shape along the southern
and southwestern edges of the vast trapezoidal com-
pound, and by the construction of a network of roads
leading to Jerusalem and marked by milestones bear-
ing ‘Abd al-Malik’s inscriptions, some of them dated
73 (692) and 85 (704).2* Sources differ as to whether
the Agsa Mosque was rebuilt by ‘Abd al-Malik or by
his son al-Walid, but it seems almost certain that he
began its construction and that his successor added
the finishing touches.”

The Dome of the Rock was therefore not an iso-
lated structure but part of an extensive ensemble; it
constituted the focal point from which, in Grabar’s
words, “axes of composition radiate and visual impres-
sions are constructed.” I shall argue that the sequence
of architectural units framing the Dome of the Rock
conditioned not only ways of seeing and experiencing
it but also the intertextual meanings it communicated
in dialogue with them. The individual components of
the Marwanid compound (most of which have disap-
peared or changed unrecognizably over time) have
recently been hypothetically reconstructed and cata-
logued together with the medieval texts that mention
them. These components, however, have not yet been
interpreted as a complex interactive web. My aim here
is to speculate on how they fit spatially and conceptu-
ally into ‘Abd al-Malik’s grand narrative, within which
the signification of the Dome of the Rock (generally
treated as a self-contained unit) was embedded.*

The earliest surviving post-Umayyad written sources,
like those from the post-Crusader period, often attribute
the constellation of buildings on the Haram, including
some of the minor domes around the Dome of the
Rock, to “Abd al-Malik, only occasionally referring to
the contributions of his sons. Construction activities
sponsored by the Abbasids, their vassals, and the Fatim-
ids are described in these sources as repairs or reno-
vations of preexisting damaged structures, which were
reconsecrated and extensively rebuilt by the Ayyubids
following the Crusader occupation and subsequently
maintained by the building campaigns of the Mamluks
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and Ottomans. Had there been a major restructuring
and reconceptualization of the complex in Abbasid
or Fatimid times, it seems more than likely that our
earliest surviving sources would have recorded the
addition of commemorative monuments that consid-
erably expanded the scope of the initial building pro-
gram. It is thus reasonable to infer that a substantial
core of the memorial sites enumerated in texts pre-
dating the Crusader conquest (1099) existed in the
Marwanid period, although the physical structures by
which they were marked, their names, and even thelr
locadons were transformed over time.”

GLIMPSES OF THE COMPLEX AND ITS
ASSOCIATIONS IN EARLY SOURCES

Before situating the Dome of the Rock within the
Marwanid grand narrative in the following section,
I will reconsider some well-known geographical, histori-
cal, and literary sources, written prior to the Crusades,
that provide fragmentary glimpses of the architectural
components and commemorative associations of the
pilgrimage complex. We shall see in the next sec-
tion that most of these post-Marwanid associations,
including the identification of the precinct that consti-
tuted the first qibla of Islam as the destination of the
Prophet’s Night Journey, were elaborations of previous
traditions on the merits of Jerusalem. Many of these
early traditions are recorded in the commentary on the
Qur’an by Muqati! b. Sulayman al-Balkhi (d. 767-68),
indicating that they must have been circulating by the
beginning of the eighth century, if not before. It was
around this preexisting core of traditions formulated
in Umayyad times that the elaborate webs of meaning
encountered in the ninth- to eleventh-century narra-
tives we shall consider here came to be constructed.

Among the earliest surviving sources is the afore-
mentioned chronicle of Ibn Habib, who died in 853
in Cordoba, the capital of the Umayyad dynasty of
Spain, which descended from ‘Abd al-Malik through
his son Hisham. The chronicle includes a report about
the construction of the sanctuary in Jerusalem by the
Kufan transmitter of traditions, al-Sha‘bi (d. 721-22),
whom ‘Abd al-Malik invited to Damascus and sent on
several diplomatic missions. Al-Sha‘bi is quoted as say-
ing that it was this caliph who “built the mosque of
Jerusalem” and “the dome that is over the Rock,” plac-
ing on the outer shell of that dome 8000 gilded-cop-
per sheets. He adds, “...and these are the three domes
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next to one another (thalatha qibab mutajawirat): the
Dome of the Rock (qubbat al-sakhra), the Dome of the
Ascension [of the Prophet] (qubbat al-mi‘raj), and the
Dome of the Chain (qubbat al-silsila) that was [hang-
ing] there at the time of David” (figs. 3-5). The quo-
tation ends with a couplet composed by an earlier
poet about the disappearance of divine revelaton and
the lifting away of generosity together with the chain
(when it was withdrawn back to heaven to punish the
prophet-king David’s corrupt subjects).?

Al-Sha‘bi does not specify that each of these domes
on the precinct’s raised central platform was con-
structed by ‘Abd al-Malik, but the quotation clearly
iraplies that they were part of the same building proj-
ect. Another tradition, reported by ninth-century Pales-
tinian hadith scholars and with a chain of transmission
traceable to around 750, also ascribes to the same
caliph the construction of two minor domes next to
the Dome of the Rock: the Dome of the Ascension
to the north {probably northwest), and the Dome of
the Chain to the east, on the site where David judged
the Children of Israel by means of a chain of light
suspended between heaven and earth. The chain,
which could distinguish those who were speaking the
truth in legal disputes from those who were lying, was
withdrawn to heaven when a disputant attempted to
trick it. The same tradition identifies the Dome of the
Chain as the place where the Prophet encountered
the maidens of Paradise at the time he was miracu-
lously transported to Jerusalem on his Night Journey
(figs. 3[32] and 4).*

Other early sources include the descriptions of the
Jerusalem sanctuary by the Abbasid geographer, Ibn
al-Faqih of Hamadhan, writing in about 902-3, and
by the Andalusian author, Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih (d. 940),
who was an official panegyrist of the Umayyad rulers
of Spain. These texts provide remarkably similar lists
of the structures accompanying the Dome of the Rock
and the Aqsa Mosque. 1bn al-Faqih's account survives
only in an abridged version of his multivolume geo-
graphical work; that of Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih is thought
to derive either from an eyewitness report or, more
likely, from the longer lost version of Ibn al-Faqih’s
geography.

Ibn al-Faqih’s description of Jerusalem starts with
Jad@’il traditions copied mostly from Muqatil’s eighth-
century Quranic exegesis. This is followed by the myth-
ical account by Wahb b. Munabbih (d. 728 or 732)
of the fabulous Temple of David and Solomon, cata-
loguing its dimensions, contents, and lavish furnish-

ings.* It seems to me that the subsequent description
of the Muslim sanctuary, which merges seamlessly with
the preceding section and ends with additional refer-
ences to the wonders of Solomon’s Temple, may also
date much earlier than the compilation of Ibn al-Faq-
ih’s text. The description, which starts with the phrase
“it is said that,” derives from a report whose source is
not identified. It may even be based on an account by
Wahb b. Munabbih himself, since it includes a similar
catalogue of the measurements, components, luxurious
furnishings, and numerous lamps of the “mosque of
Jerusalem,” an appellation that refers to the pilgrim-
age complex as a whole.”!

This section begins with the congregational mosque
to the south, which features: a black marble slab com-
memorating the Prophet on the right side of the
mihrab; a white stone behind the qibla identifying
the Prophet as the messenger of God and Hamza
(the Prophet’s martyred uncle, who was regarded
as one of the bravest fighters on behalf of Islam) as
his helper; three private enclosures (magsira) for
women; and five minbars. One may speculate that the
inscribed white stone was under the mosque’s cen-
tral nave, near the southern double gate, known as
the Prophet’s Gate, from which he was imagined to
have entered the Temple Mount on his Night Jour-
ney; here, in 1047, the Persian traveler Nasir-i Khus-
raw saw an imprint of Hamza’s shield (fig. 3[4]). Ibn
al-Faqih’s text then turns from the congregational
mosque to the raised platform (dukkan) in the middle
of the precinct, whose six stairways (now eight) lead
up to the [Dome of] the Rock (al-sakhra), with its four
symmetrical porticoed gates and a cave underneath
for prayers. The description of this domed edifice
(al-qubba), which Ibn al-Faqih attributes to ‘Abd al-
Malik, is followed by a list of five additional commem-
orative sites on the same platform, consisting of three
minor domes and two structures that may have been
simpler aedicules or natural rocks marked by prayer
niches: the Dome of the Chain {qubbat alsilsila) to the
east, with the prayer place (musalld) of the prophet-
saint al-Khidr “in front of it” in the “middle of the
mosque precinct (masjid)”; the Dome of the Prophet
(qubbat al-nabi), with the nearby station (magam) of
Gabriel “to the north”; and the Dome of the Ascen-
sion (qubbat al-mi‘raj) “near the Rock” (probably to
the northwest). Correlating these structures with the
minor domes populating the platform today is not an
easy exercise, since all of them, with the exception of
the Dome of the Chain, were rebuilt after the Crusader
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Fig. 4. Elevation-cum-plan of the Dome of the Rock and Dome of the Chain. 1. Black Paving Stone; 2. Marble screen with
arcade of “mihrabs”; 3. Mihrab; 4. Pierced Hole of the Rock; 5. Tongue of the Rock at the inner cave entrance; 6. Gate of the

Cave; 7. Tribune of Muezzins; 8. Reliquary of the Prophet’s Footprint; 9. Hanafi Mihrab. (After de Vogiié, Temple de Jérusalem,
pl. 18, with added numerals and letters indicating directions)
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Fig. 5. West-to-east cross section of the Dome of the Rock. (Afier de Vogié, Temple de Jérusalem, pl. 19)

occupation. Identifying the gates mentioned in Ibn al-
Faqih'’s text is equally tricky, as their names changed
over time or migrated to other locations, particularly
after the rebuilding of the compound’s earthquake-
damaged southern and eastern walls by the Fatimid
caliph al-Zahir (r. 1021-36).*

The gates are listed counterclockwise, together
with nearby commemorative structures, starting at
the middle of the western wall with the Gate of David
(fig. 3[1]) and the Gate of Remission (bab hitta) (fig.
3[2]). These are followed, on the southern wall, by
the Gate of the Prophet (bab alnabi) (fig. 3[4]) and
the Gate of Repentance (bab al-tawba) (fig. 3[5]),
near the Mihrab of Mary; on the eastern wall, by the
Gate of the Valley (of Hell) (bab wadi) and the Gate

of Mercy (bab alrahma) (fig. 3[9]), near the Mihrab
of Zechariah (the father of John the Baptist); on
the northern wall, by the Gates of the Tribes (abwab
al-asbat), near the Cave of Abraham and the Mihrab
of Jacob; and, returning to the western wall, by
the Gate of Umm Khalid (Khalid’s Mother). Ibn
al-Faqih’s text thereafter enumerates the following vis-
itadon sites outside the mosque’s grounds: the spot
at the base of the gibla minaret (near the precinct’s
southwest corner) where the Prophet’s steed al-Buraq
was tied up; the place marking the future location
of the Bridge of Sirat (alsirat), which at the end of
time would extend across the Valley of Hell from the
Mount of Olives in the east, where Jesus ascended to
heaven; the prayer place of the caliph ‘Umar on the
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same Mount; the spring of Silwan to the south of the
mosque precinct; the Mihrab of David at the city’s west-
ern gate; and Abraham’s mosque in the neighboring
town of Hebron, which held his tomb, together with
those of Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, and Sarah, and whose
imam possessed the relic of the Prophet’s sandal.

Most of these sites are also mentioned, with some
variations and additional details, in Ibn ‘Abd Rab-
bil's book on etiquette (adab), which links them with
Qur’anic verses and fada’il traditions.* His chapter on
the “description of the mosque of Jerusalem” begins
with more precise dimensions of the mosque pre-
cinct, which are believed to have been recorded on
a Marwanid inscription that was renewed in the Ayyu-
bid period and is presently installed on the portico of
the northern Gate of Darkness (bab al-‘atm).** His cat-
alogue of the features and furnishings of the sanctu-
ary is also more detailed than Ibn al-Faqih’s, including
references to its twenty-four cisterns, four minarets,
five minbars, ten mihrabs, and fifteen minor domes,
in addition to the dome over the Rock. Interestingly,
most of these elements are identified as components
of ‘Abd al-Malik’s grand complex in a tradition attrib-
uted to one of its servants, which is recorded in Ibn
al-Murajja’s eleventh-century fada’il treatise.™

Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih’s next chapter, on the “signs/ves-
tiges (athar) of prophets,” starts with the place where
aJ-Buraq was tied up “under the [southwest] corner of
the mosque.” The gates are listed in counterclockwise
order, beginning at the middle of the western wall, as
in Ibn al-Faqih’s account. First are the Gate of David,
the Gate of Solomon, and the Gate of Remission (bab
hitta). The author links the name of this last gate with
the command that God gave the Children of Israel
“to say ‘remission,’ that is, ‘there is no god but God,’
but they said ‘hinta [wheat],” making a jest thereof,
for which may God curse them for their impiety!” This
is a reference to the refusal of the Children of Israel
to enter through the gate submissively and with pros-
trations, while asking for divine forgiveness (Qur’an
2:58-59, 7:161-62). On the south wall are the Gate
of Muhammad, and the Gate of Repentance, where
God granted repentance to David. On the east wall is
the Gate of Mercy, which God mentioned in His book
as “a gate, the inner side of which contains mercy, and
whose outer side faces doom,” namely, the Valley of
Hell that lies to the east of Jerusalem. This is an allu-
sion to the gated wall (identified by some exegetes as
the precinct’s eastern wall) that will separate believ-
ers from hypocrites on the Last Day (Qur’an 57:13).

On the northern wall are the six gates known as the
Gates of the Tribes, meaning the tribes of the Chil-
dren of Israel. Again on the western wall, are listed
the Gate of al-Walid, the Gate of al-Hashimi, the Gate
of al-Khidr, and the Gate of the Divine Presence (bab
al-sakina). The name of the last gate refers to the Ark
of the Divine Presence (Qur’an 2: 248), which had
been placed there as a sign of God’s sovereignty, but
was subsequently taken back to heaven by the angels
to punish the disobedient Children of Israel; it will
return at the end of time, according to a tradition
cited by Ibn al-Faqih.*

Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih then enumerates venerated sites
distributed along the walls and gates of the enclosure:
on the south wall, the Mihrab of Mary, where angels
brought her heavenly fruits (Qur’an 3:37); on the east
wall, the Mihrab of Zechariah, where angels relayed
the good news of the birth of his son John while he
stood praying therein (Qur’an 3:39, 19:11); and on the
north wall, the Mihrab of Jacob, Solomon’s Throne
or Footstool (kursi}, where he used to pray to God,
and the Minaret of Abraham, who used to worship
there. Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih mentions the same five com-
memorative structures on the precinct’s raised cen-
tral platform as Ibn al-Faqgih: the dome from which
the Prophet ascended to heaven; the dome where he
prayed with the prophets; the dome with the chain
that judged the innocence or guilt of the Children of
Israel; and the prayer places (musalla) of Gabriel and
al-Khidr. Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih gives the following instruc-
tion to the pilgrim, the earliest surviving example of
its kind: “When you enter the [Dome of] the Rock
(al-sakhra), pray at it3 three corners/piers (arkan),
and also pray on the slab (al-balata), which rivals the
Rock in glory, for it lies over one of the gates of Par-
adise.” This slab, a black marble paving stone that
one encountered upon entering the building from
its north gate, was also recommended by Wahb b.
Munabbih to a pilgrim from South Arabia as a spot
where prayers were granted by God, since it lay “over
one of the gates of Paradise.” The paving stone was
believed to have belonged to Paradise, like the Rock
itself and the Black Stone of the Ka‘ba; a later version
of it is shown on plans from the late Ottoman period
(figs. 4 [1] and 15[1]).*

Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih includes among the merits of Jeru-
salem the site of the Bridge of Sirat that will extend
to the Haram from (the Valley of) Hell. He points
out that “on the Day of Resurrection, Paradise will be
brought as a bride to Jerusalem, and the Ka‘ba will
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also come along with her,” accompanied in a “bridal
procession” by its Black Stone, whose size will grow
larger than Mount Abu Qubays in Mecca—an escha-
tological allusion to the radical cosmological transfor-
mations expected “on that day when the earth will be
changed to that which is other than the earth, and
the heavens (will change as well)” (Qur'an 14:48).
He adds that Jerusalem owes its distinction to the fact
that God took the Prophet up to heaven from it, as
He did “Jesus, the son of Mary,” who, upon returning
to earth, will defeat the Antichrist only in that city;
moreover, Gog and Magog were forbidden by God to
set foot there. Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih remarks that the holy
city is additionally renowned as the birth and burial
place of numerous prophets and patriarchs of the
Children of Israel.

The eschatological significance of the sanctuary
in Jerusalem is also emphasized in an anachronistic
account by the Fatimid geographer, al-Muhallabi (d.
990), which asserts that it was al-Walid I who built the
mosque (almasfid) in Jerusalem and “the dome (qubba)
over the Rock.” According to this account, the caliph
embellished and leveled the place (almawdi®) around
the Rock and built there four other domes (gibab): the
Dome of the Ascension (qubbat al-mi‘rdj), the Dome of
the Scales (of Judgment] (qubbat al-mizan), the Dome
of the Chain (qubbat al-silsila), and the Dome of the
Gathering (qubbat al-mahshar). Al-Walid then alleg-
edly told the people of Syria-Palestine, in order to
dissuade them from raaking the Meccan pilgrimage,
that the Gathering and Last Judgment would be in this
place (al-mawdi®) from which the Prophet ascended
to heaven. Al-Muhallabi’s anti-Umayyad allegation
echoes the earlier claim made by the Abbasid histo-
rian al-Ya‘qubi (ca. 874) that ‘Abd al-Malik’s motive
for building the Dome of the Rock was to divert the
hajj to Jerusalem. Forbidding the people of Syria-Pal-
estine to perform the pilgrimage to Mecca, the caliph
told them that the Rock on which the Prophet “set his
foot when he ascended to heaven shall be to you in
the place of the Ka‘ba"; thus they circumambulated
the Rock undl the end of Umayyad rule.*

A similar narrative appears in the annals of Euty-
chius (d. 940), the Patriarch of Alexandria, who states
that ‘Abd al-Malik enlarged the mosque (almasjid)
in Jerusalem and integrated the Rock into it, order-
ing the people to make the pilgrimage to Jerusalem
instead of Mecca. Eutychius then attributes the same
construction project to al-Walid, who built the mosque
in Jerusalem, “placed the Rock at the center of the

mosque, and built around it and covered it with mar-
ble” (bana hawlaha wa-rakhkhamahu)—perhaps a ref
erence to the paving of the raised platform. He adds
that al-Walid removed a gilded copper dome from the
church of the Christians in Baalbek and placed it on
the Rock, ordering the people to “make the pilgrim-
age to the Rock.™

As Grabar suggested years ago, the apparent con-
fusion in the accounts of Eutychius and al-Muhallabj
can be attributed to the completion of ‘Abd al-Malik’s
building project by his son. The text of al-Muhallabi,
which clearly alludes to the construction of the Dome
of the Rock as part of an ensemble, implies that
the four smaller domes around it were also built by
‘Abd al-Malik. Yet it is conceivable that al-Walid may
have added two minor domes next to the Dome of
the Chain and the Dome of the Ascension, both of
which Ibn Habib’s chronicle attributes to his father.
The names of these domes, designating “the Scales”
and “the Gathering,” bear unmistakable eschatologi-
cal associations that have emerged in recent studies
as a significant dimension of the Dome of the Rock’s
iconography. The names seem to be alternative des-
ignations for the raised platform's commemorative
structures listed in previous sources discussed above,
which only refer to three minor domes; the fourth
dome may have been a smaller domical aedicule mark-
ing one of the prayer stations referred to in the same
sources.* Although al-Muhallabi’s confused report is
to be treated with suspicion, it does indicate that the
minor domes, which, according to later descriptions,
consisted of ciboria resting on columns, were recog-
nized at that time as Marwanid rather than more recent
Abbasid or Fatimid constructions, probably because
of their classicizing style.

If al-Walid did indeed set up above the Rock a small
hemispherical ciborium on columns that was removed
from the church of Baalbek, this could have been a
votive offering reflecting the growing tensions with Byz-
antium following the conclusion of the second civil war.
These tensions were already manifested when, shortly
after the completion of the Dome of the Rock and
his victory over the Byzantines at Sebastopolis (692),
‘Abd al-Malik attempted to remove columns from the
church of Gethsamane in Jerusalem for the rebuilding
of the Ka‘ba.” Damaged during the siege of the city,
the Meccan sanctuary was extensively modified with
the caliph’s permission in 74 (693-94) by his general
al-Hajjaj, who “restored” it to the original Qurashi form
established in the days of the Prophet. ‘Abd al-Malik
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personally led the hajj procession to it the following
year as the legitimate leader of the reunited Muslim
community. I shall argue in the next section that the
legacy of the Prophet was another essential ingredient
of the grand narrative that linked together the dispa-
rate units of the caliph’s master plan, rather than a
theme that emerged only later with the “increasing
Islamization” of the complex—a turning point pre-
sumed to have been marked by al-Walid's completion
of the rebuilt Agsa Mosque (ca. 715). Resonating with
the apocalyptic spirit of the age, the minor domes built
on the raised platform by ‘Abd al-Malik, with perhaps
some additions by his successor, amplified the escha-
tological overtones implicit in the epigraphic program
of the Dome of the Rock, and reinforced the repeated
references to the Prophet in its inscriptions, to which
we shall turn later.”

In his description of the circumstances that led to
the construction of the Dome of the Rock, the Mam-
luk scholar Ibn Kathir (1300-73) deplores the many
deceitful “signs and marks” (al-isharat wa al-*alamat)
of the Last Day that were “represented/fashioned”
(sawwara) on the Haram during the caliphate of ‘Abd
al-Malik in order to divert the attention of the people
away from the Ka‘ba. These included “representations/
likenesses (sarat) of the Bridge of Sirat, the Gate of
Paradise [the north door of the Dome of the Rock],
the footprint of the Messenger of God, the Valley of
Hell, and likewise [other signs represented] at its gates
and the [venerated] sites (mawadi‘) there.” The author
laments that “the people have been led astray by this
even until our time.”* The representations attributed
by Ibn Kathir to ‘Abd al-Malik’s time were no doubt
renewed, relocated, and reinvented. For instance, the
stone with the imprint of the Prophet’s foot, which
in Ibn Kathir’s day was displayed within a reliquary
supported on columns next to the Rock’s southwest
corner, probably postdated the Crusader occupation,
even though the Andalusian jurist Ibn al-‘Arabi (d.
1148) does mention the footprint on the south side
of the Rock in the early 1090s, during Seljuq rule, a
few years before the Crusades. That reliquary, in turn,
was replaced by the pulpitlike Ottoman version still
occupying the same spot (fig. 4[8])."

The other representations referred to by Ibn Kathir
may have included mosaic and painted images, in
addition to abstract signs such as marble roundels,
slabs, pillars, and inscriptions. The mid-seventeenth-
century Ottoman traveler Evliya Celebi (d. 1684-85),
for example, observed a now-lost painted image of
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scales on the arcade of the raised platform’s southern
stairway, which featured mosaic revetments in Fatimid
times, when it was known as the Prophet’s Station
(maqéam) . Evliya calls this arcade the “Gate of the Scales”
(babd'[-mizan), locating it next to a stone minbar (the
present pulpit of Burhan al-Din, d. 1388) adjacent to
the “Dome of the Spirits” (kubbetii’l-ervah), where he
says the Prophet preached to the souls of earlier proph-
ets (fig. 3[23, 24]). The latter seems to be identical
with the “Dome of the Balance” (qubbat al-mizan), also
called the “Dome of the Secret Discourse,” which the
Mamluk historian al-‘Umari situates (ca. 1345) next
to the same arcade. He describes the flat mihrab that
still exists on the western pier of that arcade and the
two-tiered stone dome beside it. The Mamluk qadi
Burhan al-Din b. Jama‘a subsequently transformed this
tiny Ayyubid domical aedicule into a minbar by add-
ing in front of it a stone staircase, which replaced an
older wooden one borne on wheels (fig, 3[24]).% Evliya
also mentions that the site of the Bridge of Sirat was
marked by a stone pillar, which still protrudes today
from the outer face of the Haram’s eastern wall over-
looking the Valley of Hell (fig. 3[7]). He explains that
thig pillar was moved from its original location to a
higher position on that wall when Sultan Sileyman
had the walls of Jerusalem rebuilt.”

The critical tone of Ibn Kathir’s report is com-
pounded by his contention that such “deceitful” signs
were inventons intended to attract visitors and pil-
grims to Jerusalem. The author Mutahhar b. Tahir
al-Maqdisi, who migrated from Jerusalem to Bust,
remarks that the authenticity of eschatological tradi-
tions associated with the sanctuary was not universally
accepted. Concerning the identification of the Rock as
the future site of the Gathering and of God’s Throne
of Judgment, he writes, “I have heard somebody say
that this was an apocryphal tradition of the people of
Syria, and that God will resuscitate humans wherever
it pleases Him.” Despite ongoing skepticism, however,
pilgrims from all parts of the medieval Islamic world,
especially ascetics and mystics, continued to flock to
Jerusalem.”® The geographer al-Muqaddasi (ca. 985),
for example, who resided in the holy city and was a
cousin of Mutahhar b. Tahir, mentions the khanqah
of the Karramiya at the Haram complex, as well as
the assembly hall there, where the Hanafi disciples of
Abu Hanifa performed the dhikr (praises of God par-
dcularly cultivated by the Sufis).*

Referring to the province of Syria-Palestine (alsham)
as the land of the prophets and the abode of the
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righteous, al-Muqgaddasi points out that it contains the
“first qibla [of Islam], the place of the Night Journey
and the Gathering (alhashr), and the Holy Land.”
Eschatological associations are a prominent feature of
several sites he mentons at the Haram, some of which
are listed out of sequence in his general description of
this province:™ the Gate and Mihrab of David (proba-
bly the “eastern mihrab” in the mosque precinct, rather
than the mihrab named after David on the city wall,
Qur’an 38:21); Solomon's marvels (a number of them
located on the site of Solomon’s Temple, the foun-
dations for which were laid by his father David); the
Dome and Gate of Muhammad; the Rock of Moses
(identified around 988 by Ibn Hawqal as the Rock of
the sanctuary in Jerusalem); the Mihrab of Zechariah;
the Agsa Mosque; the wall that will separate those who
are punished from those shown mercy on the Day of
Judgment (often equated with the Haram’s eastern
wall, Qur’an 57:13); the Near Place (generally identi-
fied as the Rock from which the archangel Israfil will
call out on the day of Resurrection, Qur'an 50:41);
the Gate of Remission; the Gate of the Trumpet (the
north gate of the Dome of the Rock); the Gate of the
Divine Presence; the Dome of the Chain; the Station
(magam) of the Ka‘ba (to which it will move as one of
the signs of the Last Day); the Valley of Hell extend-
ing from “the northeast and southeast corners” of the
mosque precinct to the Mount of Olives; the nearby
plain of al-Sahira, whose “white ground unsullied by
blood” will be the site of the Resurrection (Qur’an
79:14); and the Spring of Silwan, endowed for the
people by the caliph ‘Uthman, to which water flows
underground from the Well of Zamzam on the Mec-
can Haram during the eve of “Arafa (when the great
pilgrimage to Mount Arafat in Mecca takes place).™
Al-Muqaddasi’s reference to Zamzam’s supplying the
Silwan Spring underscores the interlinked holiness of
the sanctuaries in Mecca and Jerusalem. A tradition
identifies both of these water sources as the springs
of Paradise, and al-Harawi, who visited Jerusalem in
1173, says that the water of the Spring of Silwan, which
was like that of Zamzam, flowed out from beneath the
Dome of the Rock, reappearing to the south of the
city.* The cosmological connection between the heav-
ens and the sanctuary in Jerusalem is also attested by
the “Well of the Leaf” (b7r al-waraqa), located today
inside the main gate of the Aqsa Mosque. Into this
well 2 man descended in the days of the caliph ‘Umar;
he emerged with a golden leaf from the Garden of
Paradise, confirming the Prophet’s prediction that a
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man from his own nation would enter Paradise alive
(fig. 3[41a]).%

Let us now turn to al-Muqaddasi’s famous descrip-
tion of Jerusalem itself, in which he praises his home-
town as the most illustrious of all cities, since it unites
the merits of “this world and the next” and will be
the stage of the Resurrection and the Gathering, her-
alding eternal life: “Mecca and Medina derive their
dignity from the Ka‘ba and the Prophet, but on the
Day of Resurrection they will both be conducted to
Jerusalem, and their virtues will there be united.” He
attributes the construction of the Haram’s outer wall,
the foundations of which were laid by David, to “"Abd
al-Malik, who, upon noting the magnificence of the
dome of the Anastasis (Resurrection) at the Church
of the Holy Sepulcher, erected “the dome over the
Rock,” lest the Christian structure “dazzle the minds
of the Muslims.” (Al-Muqaddasi refers to the Anas-
tasis Rotunda as qubbat al-gumama or “Dome of the
Dunghill,” a derogatory pun alluding to the Church
of the Holy Sepulcher, called by the Christians kanzsat
al-giyama or “Church of the Resurrection”). Al-Muqad-
dasi bases his interpretation of ‘Abd al-Malik’s reason
for building the Dome of the Rock and the com-
plex surrounding it on information he derived from
his paternal uncle, whose father was a Khurasanian
architect practicing in Syria-Palestine. This interpre-
tation foregrounds a competitive aesthetic motivation
that was no doubt accompanied by politico-religious
concerns. The renowned geographer explains that
the Agsa Mosque once surpassed in beauty the Great
Mosque of Damascus (built by al-Walid I), for it was
created to rival the magnificence of the neighboring
Holy Sepulcher (fig. 2). Pointing out that the con-
gregational mosque’s central mihrab was intention-
ally aligned with the Rock (the first gibla of Islam),
he adds that the ancient portion around this mihrab
remained like a “beauty mark” (shama, birthmark) in
the midst of the present mosque, crudely rebuilt by
the Abbasids after a devastating earthquake. This Mar-
wanid “beauty mark” was in all likelihood the “beau-
tiful dome” (qubba hasana) of the mosque’s central
nave; flanked by seven naves on each side, it marked
the bay in front of the main mihrab, whose walls seem
to have been decorated with mosaics.™

In the middle of the precinct’s raised platform
(dikka) stood the octagonal Dome of the Rock (qubbat
al-sakhra), surmounted by a dome sheathed with gilt
brass plates, a “marvel” unrivaled in the “lands of [slam”
(alislam) and of the “infidels” (alshirk). Al-Muqaddasi
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likens this platform to the one of the Mosque of the
Prophet in Medina, namely, the marble-paved rawda
(garden) sanctified by the Prophet’s hadith, “Between
my grave and my minbar is a garden of the gardens
of Paradise, and my minbar is the gate of the gates of
Paradise.” He thus draws a parallel between the para-
disiacal associations of both marble-paved platforms, a
counterpart of which was the hgr (semicircular enclo-
sure) of the Ka‘ba; the Prophet is said to have told
his wife ‘A’isha that the hijr was the best of all places,
the closest to God, and “a garden (rawda) of Para-
dise,” where whoever prays is pardoned by God.* Al-
Mugqaddasi only mentions four of the raised platform’s
six stairways described earlier by Ibn al-Faqih, namely,
the ones that were axially aligned with the Dome of
the Rock’s four gilded gates at the cardinal points: the
Qjbla Gate to the south, the Gate of Israfil to the east,
the Gate of the Trumpet to the north, and the Wom-
en’s Gate to the west. Although the columnar arcades
crowning these stairways are not described by him or
by other writers prior to the late Fatimid period, some
scholars have suggested that they may have been part
of the original Marwanid layout, judging by the pres-
ence of several capitals matching those on the Dome
of the Rock’s porches and on the Dome of the Chain.
That at least some of them existed when al-Muqaddasi
wrote his description is revealed by an inscription in
situ, which records the construction or restoration of
the western stairway’s arcaded colonnade (al-magam)
in 340 (951-52). The arcade of the southern stairway,
too, seems to have been in place then, according to a
dream Ahmad b. Yahya al-Bazzar al-Baghdadi had in
952 when he came from Mecca to Jerusalem, which
prompted him to settle there for the rest of his life.
In the dream, the Prophet and a group of his Com-
panions moved from the Dome of the Rock (al-sakhra)
to this stairway (al-magam al-gibli), where the Prophet
prayed with raised hands at its central column. He
reassured Ahmad that ritual prayer made in this sanc-
tuary was equivalent to 25,000 prayers and countless
mercies, while in Mecca it was tantamount to 100,000
prayers, but only 120 mercies.™

Al-Mugaddasi mentions the same three minor domes
on the raised platform that are listed by Ibn al-Fagih
and Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih—the Dome of the Chain, the
Dome of the Ascension, and the Dome of the Prophet—
referring to them as “eclegant” lead-covered domes
(gibab Wiaf) resting on marble columns and without
any walls. After enumerating the Haram gates, he
names the following “places of witnessing” (mashahid)

in the outer courtyard, without specifying their loca-
tions: the prayer places (mikrab) of Mary, of Zecha-
riah, of Jacob, and of al-Khidr; the stations (magam)
of the Prophet and of Gabriel; the place of the Ant
(presumably the Valley of the Ants, where a talking
ant gave way to Solomon's army of jinns, upon which
Solomon thanked God for favoring him and his fam-
ily, Qur’an 27:18-19); the place of the Fire (probably
an allusion to a local tradition concerning the Last
Day, when God will be enthroned on the Rock and
will say, “This is My Paradise to the west and this is
My Fire to the east”); the place of the Ka‘ba; and that
of the Bridge of Sirat.”

A contemporary of al-Muqaddasi, the geographer Ibn
Hawgqal, regards the sanctuary in Jerusalem as the larg-
est in all the territories of Islam, comprising a grand
congregational mosque, a magnificent dome over the
“Rock of Moses,” and many other souvenirs and ven-
erated mihrabs associated with the prophets. The last
written source we shall consider in this chronological
survey is Nasir-i Khusraw’s engaging description of the
sanctuary. Written in 1047, more than half a century
later, his Persian travelogue hints at the proliferation
in the late Fatimid period of “places of witnessing,”
marked by prayer niches featuring related Qur’anic
inscriptions and small masjids along the borders and
at the gates of the precinct. During this interval, the
Haram had been extensively renovated following the
earthquakes of 1015 and 1033. The collapsed cupola
of the Dome of the Rock was rebuilt in 1022-23 and
its drum mosaics repaired in 1027-28. The rebuild-
ing of the Aqsa Mosque in 1034-35 brought it close
to its present form, and the blocking of gates during
the restoration of the precinct’s eastern and southern
walls shifted the main entrances of the complex to the
north and west.”® The destructive earthquakes and the
construction activities they triggered were accompanied
by a revival of interest in early local traditions on the
merits of Jerusalem, which were compiled and elabo-
rated upon in the fada’il books of al-Wasiti, a preacher
at the Agsa Mosque (ca. 1019), and Ibn al-Murajja, a
native of Jerusalem (ca. 1130-40).

As in previous texts, the components of the pil-
grimage complex cited in Nasir-i Khusraw’s travelogue
commemorate three interrelated themes: Biblical and
Qur’anic patriarchs and prophets; the Prophet Muham-
mad’s Night Journey and Ascension to heaven; and
cosmological and eschatological mysteries. Among
the commemorative edifices and mthrabs of the outer
courtyard, Nasir-i Khusraw mentons those of Jacob,
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David, and Solomon (kursi sulayman, fig. 3[36]) along
the north side, and, to the northeast, one associated
with Zechariah. The masjids listed by him include that
of the newly built Cradle of Jesus in the precinct’s
southeast corner, as well as others at the Gate of the
Divine Presence to the west, and the Gate of Repen-
tance and Mercy to the east (fig. 3[44, 9]).*" What is
implied in earlier sources but emerges more clearly
in Nasir-i Khusraw’s eyewitness account is the local-
ization of the Prophet's Night Journey (isr@’) at the
Agsa Mosque and his Ascension (mi‘ragj) at the raised
platform of the Rock. He regards the congregational
mosque to the south as the spot to which God trans-
ported the Prophet by night from Mecca, and thence to
heaven “as is indicated in the Qur'an” (Qur’an 17:1).
The Gate of the Prophet on that side is described as
the place from which Muhammad entered the pre-
cinct, for it “indeed faces the road to Mecca” (fig.
3[4]). The axially aligned southern stairway of the
upper platform, with its triple columnar arcade (now
quadruple) featuring gold mosaic revetments (ba-zar
va mind munaqqash), is identified as the Prophet’s Sta-
don (magam. al-nabi), which he mounted on his way to
the Dome of the Rock (qubba-i sakhra) on the “night
of his Ascension,” for “the road to the Hijaz is indeed
on that side” (fig. 3[23]).%

Nasir-i Khusraw explains that this marble-paved plat-
form (dukkan) with six stairways had to be constructed
because the Rock (sang-i sakhra), which had previously
served as the gibla, was too high to be enclosed under
a roof; therefore the platform incorporated the Rock
as its foundation. By implication, he conceives the
three minor domes on the platform as being situated
on the Rock, whose summit, crowned by the Dome of
the Rock, had been the “former gibla.” Like his pre-
decessors, Nasir-i Khusraw associates the Dome of the
Chain, a mihrab now on its gibla side, with David’s
miraculous chain. He identifies the Dome of Gabriel,
raised above a natural rock on top of four columns
and featuring a mihrab on the walled gibla side, as
the place where al-Buraq descended from heaven; in
this he differs from other sources that claim that the
steed was tied up outside the Prophet’s Gate, near the
precinct’s southwest corner. The Dome of the Prophet,
about twenty cubits away and also supported on four
columns, is imagined by him as the spot where Muham-
mad mounted al-Buraq (instead of the ladder men-
tioned in other texts) and ascended to heaven after
having prayed on the Rock.™

Nasir-i Khusraw ranks the “House of the Rock”
(khana-i sakhra) as the third holiest “House of God”
(khana-i khuda) after the sanctuaries in Medina and
Mecca. Not mentioning the Prophet’s footprint (to
which Ibn al-‘Arabi refers about half a century later
in the Seljuq period), he reports that the seven marks
on the Rock’s depressed southern side are said to be
the footprints of Isaac, who walked on it as a child
when Abraham came there (for the sacrifice). This
was the Rock that Moses established as the gibla upon
God’s command, and around which Solomon built
the mosque (masjid) with the Rock in its middle; it
remained “the mihrab of humankind” (mikrab-: khalq)
towards which the Prophet Muhammad prayed until
God ordered that the gibla be the “House of the Ka‘ba”
(khana-i ka‘ba). In his explanation of the sequence of
events that took place on the night of the Prophet’s
Ascension, Nasir-i Khusraw recounts an extraordinary
miracle not mentioned in previous sources, which the
later texts we shall consider below elaborate upon. He
reports that the Prophet “first prayed at the Dome of
the Rock”; as he then moved to the site of the dome
named after him, from which he later ascended to
heaven, the Rock rose up in honor of his majesty.
When he put his hand on it, it froze in its place, cre-
ating the cave underneath with “half of it being still
suspended (nima mu‘allag) in the air.”® It is unclear
when this belief emerged, but the “suspended Rock”
would continue to attract a host of supernatural associ-
ations, testifying to the coexistence of multiple unrec-
onciled traditions with dynamic lives of their own.
According to Nasir-i Khusraw, the Rock sanctified by
God was the primary focus of the grand pilgrimage
complex surrounding it, built upon the foundations
of Solomon’s Temple, yet encompassing memories of
humankind that extended far back in time to the days
of Abraham and culminated in the rise of Islam.

THE DOME OF THE ROCK AS NEXUS OF
INTERTWINED NARRATIVE THREADS

The commemorative sites mentioned in the sources
considered above mapped onto the Haram “places of
witnessing” that were closely associated with traditions
praising Jerusalem (fada’il}, some of which were con-
nected with Qur’anic references. Recent studies have
argued that these traditions began to flourish in the
second half of the seventh century and were put into
writing, with later accretions, during the second half
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of the eighth century, a number of them being incor-
porated into early-ninth-century corpuses of canonical
hadith. Such traditions were sometimes transmitted by
individuals serving in the Umayyad government. They
were particularly popular among officially appointed
preachers and storytellers (qussas), who disseminated
legends absorbed into Islamic beliefs from the Torah
and the Hebrew Bible (isr@’zliypat). That a large number
of traditions concerning the merits of Jerusalem were
already circulating in the Umayyad period is revealed
by their inclusion in the earliest surviving commentary
on the Qur’an, written by the Khurasanian traditionist
Muqatil b. Sulayman (d. 767-68), who lived during
the construction of the Dome of the Rock and spent
some time in Jerusalem, delivering lectures at the Aqgsa
Mosque to a lively audience.* According to an early
report, he used to pray and teach near the south
gate of the Dome of the Rock, where he declared
the pavement of that building one of the “roofs of
Paradise,” on every inch of which a prophet prayed
and an angel close to God stood. One of the traditions
attributed to Mugqatil likens walking on the “Rock of
Bayt al-Maqdis,” i.e., the paved platform enclosing it,
to walking in “one of the gardens of Paradise” (riyad
aljanna) .

It is likely that Muqatil’s Qur’anic exegesis, which
was sometimes reproached in later centuries for its
anthropomorphism and reliance on Biblical elements,
presents versions of stories told by the early qussas.
Although the fada™! traditions he records about Jeru-
salem do not represent an “official” discourse, it is
noteworthy that an Umayyad governor selected him
as an expert on the Qur’an during negotiations with
an anti-Umayyad revolutionary in 746. His traditons
enable us to imagine the semantic horizons of early-
eighth-century popular beliefs—some of them going
back to the second half of the seventh century—that
informed the veneration of the sanctuary in Jerusa-
lem. Extensively transmitted by Tbn al-Fagih, Ibn ‘Abd
Rabbih, and al-Muqaddasi (whose descriptions we have
already considered), these traditions, about sixty in
number, contain nearly all the narrative threads that
interweave the commemorative structures of the Mar-
wanid complex. These narratives were expanded with
additional details in the more copious eleventh-cen-
tury fada‘il books of al-Wasiti and Ibn al-Murajja, works
largely based on local traditions compiled by al-Ramli
(d. 912-13) and other scholars, which circulated in
Abbasid Syria-Palestine during the ninth century.®

Mugqatil’s commmentary localizes in Bayt al-Maqdis
(“Holy House,” i.e., Jerusalem and its environs) past
and future events chronologically extending from its
creation to God’s eventual return there on the Day
of Judgment. The city’s intervening history is pre-
sented as a continuum of revelations and miracles
granted there by God to a chain of prophets, end-
ing with the last prophet, Muhammad. Jerusalem is
glorified as the birth and burial place of several pre-
Islamic prophets, and as the place where they used
to pray and make sacrifices to the one and only God.
Abraham migrated to Jerusalem, where God gave him
and Sarah the good tidings of the birth of Isaac. God
ordered Moses to go to Jerusalem, where he saw the
divine light. It was there that the sins of the repentant
David and his son Solomon were pardoned by God,
who granted Solomon wisdom and a kingdom the
likes of which no other ruler would possess. Mugqatil
reports that the Ark of the Covenant and the Divine
Presence ascended heavenward from Jerusalem, just
as the chain descended there from heaven in David’s
time. As we have seen, the Gate of the Divine Pres-
ence and the Dome of the Chain commemorate these
miraculous events. According to one of the traditions
transmitted by Mugatil, happy is the one who comes
to the sanctuary in Jerusalem with the intent of bow-
ing twice in prayer, for Solomon asked his God “to
forgive the sins of whosoever comes to pray there for
the sake of heaven.”

Other sources locate the place where Solomon was
granted this wish, after having completed the Tem-
ple ordered by God, in the Haram precinct, stressing
the special redemptive power of prayers performed
there, which render one free of sins like a “newly born
infant.” A tradition cited by Ibn al-Faqih identifies that
place as the Rock itself, but most sources situate it at
Solomon’s Throne or Footstool (kursi), a smaller rock
under the present Dome of Solomon, which dates
from the Ayyubid period (fig. 8[36]). This is one of
the rocks at the northwest quadrant of the precinct,
near the Cave of Abraham mentioned above by Ibn
al-Faqih and marked by a minaret where, according
to Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih, Abraham used to pray (fig. 3(16]
and 6). Nasir-1 Khusraw locates the same rock of Solo-
mon, about as tall as a man, next to a “small masjid”
surrounded by a wall no higher than a man, which he
identifies as the Mihrab of David. We have seen that
another mihrab along the qibla wall of the precinct
commemorated the place where David repented and
was granted forgiveness by God, a site identified by Ibn
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Fig. 6. General view of the Haram al-Sharif from the northwest. (Photo: American Colony 235, ca. 1900-1905, Tassel no. 753,

Courtesy of the Fine Arts Library, Harvard College Library)

‘Abd Rabbih as being near the Gate of Repentance,
located to the south, in the vicinity of the Mihrab of
Mary (fig. 3[5, 42]).%

Muqatil’s commentary on the Qur’an places the fol-
lowing holy sites in Jerusalem: the Mihrab of David,
whose wall was scaled by angels (located around 951
inside the Haram by al-Istakhri, who links it with the
same verse, Qur'an 38:21); the Mihrab of Mary, where
angels brought her unseasonal fruits from heaven; and
the Cradle of Jesus, from which the infant miraculously
spoke to defend his mother (Qur’an 3:46, 5:110, 19:29).
The late Fatimid mosque (ca. 1037) at the southeast
corner of the precinct, comprising the Cradle of Jesus
and the mihrab of his mother, replaced the former
Mihrab of Mary, which according to Abbasid-period

sources was situated next to the Gate of Repentance
to the south and must have also contained the cradle
of her son (fig. 3{5, 44]). Mugqatil stresses the escha-
tological identity of Jesus, who occupies a prominent
position in the inscriptions of the Dome of the Rock.
The traditions he relates attest to Jesus’s being “taken
up to heaven” from Jerusalem, and declare that he is
destined to descend there from heaven at the end of
time, when Gog and Magog shall be destroyed after
gaining control of the whole world, except for Bayt
al-Maqdis. The traditions that Muqatil cites about pre-
Islamic prophets are accompanied by those centered
on the Prophet Muhammad’s association with Jerusa-
lem: he and fellow Muslims prayed for a time facing
Bayt al-Maqdis; he rode upon al-Buraq when he was
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transported there by night from Mecca; he led the
prophets in prayer in Jerusalem and saw there the
keeper of Hell. Muqatil thus affirms that the destina-
tion of the Night Journey (believed by some to have
heen a celestial sanctuary) was the “Furthest Place of
Prayer” (al-masjid al-aqsa) in Jerusalem (Qur’an 17:1).
He also quotes the Prophet’s famous hadith, said to
have been transmitted by the traditionist Ibn Shihab
al-Zuhri (d. 742) at “Abd al-Malik’s request, restricting
the performance of pilgrimage to only three mosques:
“the Holy Mosque (Mecca), this mosque of mine (Med-
ina), and the Furthest Mosque, that is the Mosque of
Bayt al-Maqdis.”™

Many of the traditions recorded by Muqatil stress
cosmological and eschatological themes we have already
¢ncountered in connection with the Jerusalem sanctu-
ary. He cites the Prophet’s hadith that the first piece
of earth on land that dried is the “Rock of Bayt al-
Maqdis,” which is closer to the heavens than any other
place and is connected to the rock “mentioned by
God in the Qurian.” Moreover, the first land blessed
by God is Jerusalem, towards which He glances daily
and to which angels descend every night. The Rock,
from which all sweet water springs forth, is identified
by Mugqatil as the “center of the entire world,” while
Jerusalem is envisioned as an extension of the heav-
enly geography of Paradise, located directly above.
According to Muqatil’s exegesis, on the Day of Res-
urrection God will place His seat (magdm) upon the
land of Bayt al-Maqdis, to which He referred in His
saying, “unto the land that We blessed for all beings”
(Quran 21:71); a tradition copied by al-Wasiti speci-
fies that God meant by this verse the Rock in Jerusa-
lem, from which all sweet water originates. The herald
Israfil is destined to sound the trumpet over the Rock,
which is the closest spot to the heavens and at the cen-
ter of the world, calling out to the dead, “Go forth to
stand for judgment before your Lord, who will breathe
into you the breath of life and reward you for your
deeds!” (Qur’an 17:52, 50:41). The Gathering of the
Dead and the Resurrection will take place in Jerusa-
lem, to which God will descend with the angels “under
a canopy of clouds” (Qur’an 2:210). At that time Par-
adise will be led there “like a bride,” and the sanc-
tuary in Mecca with its Black Stone will be brought
there in bridal procession as well, since on the Last
Day the only pilgrimage will be to Jerusalem. The
Scales of Judgment (almawazin) and the Bridge of
Sirat will be set up there, and human beings will be
divided, with some going to Paradise and others to

Hell, in accordance with the words of God concerning
this mustering and accounting: “That day they shall
be divided” and “On that day they shall be sundered
apart” (Quran 30:14, 43).™

More elaborate versions of these cosmological and
eschatological traditions, which were collected in Ibn
al-Faqih’s geography and in the later fada’il books of
al-Wasiti and Ibn al-Murajja, specifically identify the
Rock as the place from which God ascended to heaven
after the creation, and as the future site of His Throne
(‘arsh) of Judgment.”" Some of the traditions are for-
mulated as utterances directed by God to the Rock,
which can speak with its projecting “tongue” (l/zsan
al-sakhra, one of the visitation sites at the entrance of
the cave, fig. 4[5]) and, like the talking Black Stone
of the Ka‘ba, will testify on behalf of pilgrims at the
end of tme.”! In one such example, God indicates
the appointed sites of the signs of the Last Day to the
Rock before ascending to heaven, saying, “This is My
Station (magam) and the place of My Throne (mawdi’
‘arsh) on the Day of Resurrection, and the place of
the Gathering of My servants, and this to the right
(west) is the place of My Paradise, and this to the
left (east) is the place of My Fire, and in front of it
shall T set up My Scales, for I am God, the Judge on
the Day of Judgment!” In two versions of another
divine utterance, God declares to the Rock that with
His own hand He will place over it a “dome” (qubba)
or “dome of light” (qubba min nir) on the Day of Res-
urrection; it will be a resplendent dome that nobody
may enter but only gaze at from afar, and everyone
who has previously performed even two prostrations
at the Rock will be considered blessed at that time. It
is tempting to interpret the Dome of the Rock as the
precursor of this eschatological dome, which will pre-
sumably replace it on the Last Day, when the Rock is
transformed into a huge “white coral” (marjan bayda),
as wide as the heavens and the earth, just as the signs
of the Hour marked on the precinct will be replaced
by their authentic versions.™

Some scholars have argued that traditions in praise
of Jerusalem were the direct consequence of the great
building enterprise of ‘Abd al-Malik and his sons.™
Others contend that it was precisely because a vibrant
core of these traditions was alive and current among
the inhabitants of Syria-Palestine that the caliph devel-
oped the sanctuary in Jerusalem into a pilgrimage cen-
ter.” It seems to me that both phenomena must have
coexisted in the ongoing sacralization of the already
hallowed precinct, which no doubt gained momentum
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with the building of the Dome of the Rock and the
cornplex around it. The site’s aura of sanctity was
constructed by reinterpreting its pre-Islamic memo-
ries, onto which were grafted an exegetical overlay of
allusions to the Qur’an, the “new covenant” of God’s
selected subjects, chosen to replace the sinful Children
of Israel, whose disobedience of divine commands is
highlighted by narratives associated with several com-
ponents of the Haram complex that we have consid-
ered above (e.g., the Gate of Remission, the Dome of
the Chain, and the Gate of the Divine Presence). Tra-
ditions concerning ‘Umar’s real or imagined “discov-
ery” of the Rock hidden under garbage dumped on
it by the Empress Helena during the construction of
the Holy Sepulcher, on the other hand, predict the
divine punishment to be visited upon the Byzantines
for destroying God’s Temple, namely, the impending
fall of Constantinople to the Muslims. Paralleling the
Islamization of the pagan sanctuary of idols in Mecca
{originally a monotheistic shrine built by Abraham
and Ishmael at God’s command), the creation of the
Muslim pilgrimage complex on Jerusalem's former
Temple Mount, which once served as the Prophet’s
qibla, involved the embracing of some old memories
and the negation of others. This process of resancti-
fication underscored Islam’s position as heir to previ-
ous Abrahamic monotheistic faiths, while at the same
time asserting its supremacy as the last djvine revela-
tion. It is comparable to the merging of Old and New
Testament traditions on the sacred topography of the
Holy Sepulcher complex in order to stress the con-
tinuity of Christianity with the superseded Hebraic
past. In both cases, the selective appropriation of col-
lective memories associated with the Temple Mount
was complemented by the superimposition of new
beliefs, rewritten into transformed narratives and rit-
ually experienced as a succession of relocated “sites
of witnessing.”™

While the Dome of the Rock initially had more to
do with intra-Muslim religio-political rivalries, it simul-
taneously embodied an inter-monotheistic competi-
tion that is implicit in its inscriptions, which proclaim
Islam as the “religion of truth.””” The reactdvation of
the aura of the abandoned Temple Mount dramat-
ically “recentered” Jerusalem around the venerated
Rock, considered by some traditions as the navel of
the earth (omphalos), which alternative traditions had
already located at the Holy Sepulcher and the Ka‘ba.
The late antique central plan of the Dome of the Rock,
which marked the Rock architecturally with a circle
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surrounded by two octagons, therefore set up a dou-
ble-edged dialogue with both of these sanctuaries.”™
Abd al-Malik’s desire to surpass the Holy Sepulcher
in architectural splendor (noted in al-Muqaddasi’s
retrospective account discussed above), was not only
triggered by an ambition to divert the attention of
Muslims from its seductive and dazzling beauty, but
also by an aspiration to affirm the prestige of Islam
in the heart of Jerusalem, a city with a predominantly
Christian population. Sources critical of ‘Abd al-Malik’s
building project claimed that he intended to divert
his subjects’ attention from the Ka‘ba with the unri-
valed beauty of the Dome of the Rock, “which greatly
bewitched” them, so that “they did not go [to Mecca]
at the time of the hajj or at any other time, but to Jeru-
salem.” Ibn al-Zubayr is said to have accused his rival
of having “transferred the circumambulation (fawaf)
from the House of God (the Ka‘ba) to the gibla of the
Children of Israel”; a descendant of one of his sup-
porters criticized the Muslims of Syria-Palestine, who
“would stand by the Rock and circumambulate it as
they used to circumambulate the Ka‘ba and slaugh-
ter beasts there on the day of the feast.”™

Such denunciations of the Dome of the Rock as a
counter-Ka‘ba have long been identified as polemical
propaganda originating with the opponents of the Mar-
warnids, but recent studies contend that it is difficult
to dismiss them as complete fiction.*" ‘Abd al-Malik
may well have prohibited the hajj to Mecca as a tem-
porary wartime measure, a special circumstance that
would have justified his attempt at that time to divert
the pilgrimage to Jerusalem.* The confident architec-
tural grandeur of the Dome of the Rock, however, ges-
tures at an anticipation of final victory and a broader
vision transcending the specific circumstances of the
second civil war. After the conflict with Ibn al-Zubayr
was resolved and the Ka‘ba restored to its “original”
form, the rivalry with Mecca was largely reconciled.
The sanctuary in Jerusalem thereafter continued to
function as an alternative regional pilgrimage center,
with some of its rituals echoing those of the hajj.* Yet
an ambivalent attitude towards the Rock lingered, as
can be deduced from several traditions dating to late
Umayyad or Abbasid times. One of them, transmit-
ted by the scholar Raja’ b. Haywa (d. 730), to whose
supervision ‘Abd al-Malik entrusted the construction of
the Dome of the Rock, reports that the caliph ‘Umar
I refused the advice of the Jewish convert Ka'b al-Ahbar
(d. 650s) to build a congregational mosque on the
north side of the Rock, accusing him of adhering to
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Jewish practices. Contrary to Ka‘b’s advice, the pious
caliph chose the south wall of the precinct, saying,
I'he Messenger of God made the front part of our
mosques the gibla...we were not commanded to ven-
crate the Rock, but to venerate the Ka‘ba.” Another
radition asserts that ‘Umar I performed only a few
prostrations at the Aqsa Mosque and then “set out
again on his travels without visiting the Rock.”® Like-
wise, the celebrated Syrian scholar al-Awza‘i (d. 774)
prayed with his back to the Rock, without frequent-
ing any of the pilgrimage places (almawatin), in imi-
tation of “‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz (the Marwanid caliph
‘Umar II, r. 717-20).3¢
These traditions reflect the controversy surrounding
the popular veneration of commemorative sites, espe-
ciajly the Rock, which may have gained currency dur-
ing the austere caliphate of ‘Umar II, the nephew of
‘Abd al-Malik, who chose his namesake as a role model.
The anti-Umayyad propaganda of the Abbasid regime
(established in 750) accelerated the official downplay-
ing of the sanctity of Jerusalem, which came to rank
a definitive third, after Mecca and Medina, upon the
demise of the Marwanid caliphate. Nevertheless, some
of its rituals recalling those of the Meccan pilgrimage
had an afterlife in the Fatimid period: Nasir-i Khusraw
reports that inhabitants of Syria-Palestine who were
unable to go to Mecca performed the requisite hajj
rituals there and offered sacrifices on the customary
holiday, their numbers reaching more than 20,000 in
certain years.*” Such popular rituals persisted during
Mamluk and Ottoman times as well, when they were
periodically censured as reprehensible innovations.*
I find it hardly likely that ‘Abd al-Malik intended to
repudiate the centrality of the Ka‘ba within the reli-
gious landscape of Islam, a centrality affirmed by its
appointment in the Qur’an as the new gibla of the
Muslims. This would have seriously undermined his
caliphal claims, and the deliberate axial alignment of
the Dome of the Rock with the main mihrab of the
rebuilt Agsa Mosque contradicts such an intention.
The aligning of the old and new qiblas of Islam in
this scheme, punctuated by the Black Paving Stone,
was legitimized by a tradition cited in the biography
of the Prophet by Ibn Ishaq (d. 767) (fig. 4{1]). It
states that the Prophet’s gibla had been Jerusalem
from the very beginning (rather than being adopted
under Jewish influence upon his migration to Med-
ina): while praying in Mecca he would stand opposite
the southeastern wall of the Ka‘ba, which he aligned
between himself and Jerusalem.® The popular tradi-

tions discussed above stress the interconnectedness of
the sanctuaries in Mecca and Jerusalem, which were
both associated with God Himself, unlike their coun-
terpart in Medina named after the Prophet. (Note, for
example, how the Well of Zamzam was said to sup-
ply the Silwan Spring, as well as the parallels between
the Black Stone and the Rock). The joint sacredness
of these two sanctuaries, which are to be conjoined
as bride and bridegroom at the end of time, is also
attested by their shared association with Abraham and
with the Prophet’s Night Journey from the former to
the latter, and then back again.*

In my view, it was through this connectivity, already
embedded in the collective memories of the commu-
nity of believers in Syria-Palestine, that ‘Abd al-Malik
justified the transfer of some rituals from the Mec-
can sanctuary to Jerusalem, without challenging the
former’s supremacy.”" By creating an alternative pil-
grimage center within close reach of his capital in
Damascus, which would supplement rather than sup-
plant the Ka‘ba, he augmented the sanctity that spread
from Jerusalem throughout his power base in greater
Syria, thereby bolstering the prestige of the Marwanid
caliphate. This interpretation finds support in a famous
verse by the poet al-Farazdaq (d. 728 or 730), which
refers to the twin sanctuaries in Mecca and Jerusalem
in hierarchical order, as a complementary pair articu-
lating the preeminence of the Marwanid caliphs, who
possessed them both: “We are the lords of two [Sacred]
Houses, the House of God (bayt allah) [in Mecca]
and the Exalted House (dayt musharraf) that domi-
nates Aelia {Jerusalem].”? A statement by the Hanafi
jurist al-Shaybani (d. 805) also captures the legitimiz-
ing role the Marwanids attached to possessing both of
these sanctuaries, which ranked above that of Medina,
the city from which their family had been expelled
in 683: “No one was counted among the caliphs but
him who ruled over the two mosques (al-masjidayn),
the mosque of the Haram (Mecca) and the mosque
of the Holy House (Bayt al-Maqdis).**

Speculations on ‘Abd al-Malik’s reasons for build-
ing the Dome of the Rock have been and will remain
a source of controversy because there is no clear or
uncontested statement about his intentions.** The
pious caliph, who in his youth had distinguished him-
self as one of the foremost religious scholars of Med-
ina, was a leading authority on the sacred law and on
matters of dogrna. He is reported to have scrupulously
consulted his provincial deputies and those of sound
opinion before implementing his construction project,
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as did Ibn al-Zubayr for the rebuilding of the Ka‘ba.
According to a well-known tradition, ‘Abd al-Malik
asked his consultants to write their views about his
plan “to build a dome (qubba) over the Rock of Bayt
al-Maqdis, in order to shelter the Muslims from cold
and heat, and to construct the mosque (masjid, i.e., the
whole precinct).” Although his critics claimed that he
did so out of fear of being vilified by Ibn al-Zubayr, it
seems likely to me that he deliberately publicized his
building campaign as a means to rally support for his
dynastic caliphate. In fact, in their approving responses,
‘Abd al-Malik’s deputies prayed God to accept the
construction of the “house [or sanctuary] (bayt) and
mosque (masjid)” as a good deed for the “coramander
of the believers and his ancestors.” Upon obtaining
their consent, the caliph delegated the supervision of
the project to his financial adviser, Raja’ b. Haywa (a
counselor at the court of several Marwanid caliphs),
and to his freedman, Yazid b. Salam, and personally
traveled from Damascus to Jerusalem to oversee the
initial stage of construction. This stage included the
building of a “treasury” (bayl aé-mal) to the east of
the Rock, which ‘Abd al-Malik filled with money to
finance the project. When the supervisors completed
the “Dome of the Rock and the Agsa Mosque,” they
wrote the caliph a letter, assuring him that “there is
nothing in the building that leaves room for criti-
cism.” The unspent gold coins were then melted down
to gild the dome's exterior, which dazzled the eyes
of onlookers.”® The defensive remark of the supervi-
sors anticipates resistance, and the reduction of the
Dome of the Rock to a mere shelter against weather
changes has been interpreted as “a later meddling,”
reflecting an attempt to minimize the Rock’s sanctity.
Nevertheless, the report does imply the currency of
a preexisting cult of the Rock, which had remained
exposed since the days of ‘Umar.”

This is also suggested by early traditions on the mer-
its of Jerusalem that vividly capture the popular ven-
eration of the Rock, whose multilayered associations
were given “shelter” by ‘Abd al-Malik's splendid dome,
regardless of his personal convictions and motivations.
Some of these traditions explicitly link the caliph with
eschatological and apocalyptic themes. According to
one, ‘Abd al-Malik inquires about traditions concern-
ing Jerusalem and is informed by the nephew of the
Jewish convert Ka‘b al-Ahbar that in the Holy Book
(Torah) God said to Jerusalem, “There are within you
six merits (khisal): My Place/Station (magam), My Judg-
ment (hisab), My Gathering (mahshar), My Paradise
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(janna), My Fire {nar), and My Scales (mizan)."" An
often-quoted statement ascribed to Ka‘b himself (who
died in the 650s) makes another reference to ‘Abd
al-Malik long before he became caliph: “It is written
in one of the Holy Books: Arishalayim, which is Bayt
al-Maqdis, and the Rock (alsakhra), which is called
the Temple (al-haykal); 1 will send to you My servant
‘Abd al-Malik, who will build you and adorn you,
and I shall restore Bayt al-Maqdis to its former sov-
ereignty (al-mulk) and I shall crown it with gold and
silver and pearls [or corals] (almarjan) and I shall
send to you My creatures (khalg) [for the Resurrec-
tion] and I shall place My Throne on the Rock, for [
am the Lord God (Allah al-rabb), and David is the king
of the Children of Israel.” This extraordinary divine
utterance resonates with early Islamic apocalyptic tra-
ditions that identify the rebuilding of Jerusalem and
its sanctuary as one of the “signs of the Hour” that
will usher in the destruction of Medina and the fall
of Constantinople.™ It declares on the basis of pre-
Islamic scriptures that ‘Abd al-Malik is predestined to
build a new Muslim sanctuary on the site of the for-
mer Temple centered on the Rock, a prophecy indi-
cating that his divinely preordained rule will restore
the messianic kingdom of the House of David on the
eve of the Last Days. His building project is thus rep-
resented as fulfilling not only God’s vision for the end
of time, but also Judeo-Christian and Muslim mes-
sianic expectations.”

Several Jewish apocalypses regard the “restoration”
of the Temple under ‘Umar, Mu‘awiya, and ‘Abd al-
Malik as a prelude to the promised messianic king-
dom of the “son of David.” By contrast, seventh-century
Christian texts interpret these building activities as har-
bingers of the apocalyptic prophecy concerning “the
Abomination of Desolation” (i.e., the Antichrist) that
will appear at the Temple Mount prior to the Second
Coming of Christ, the Davidic Messiah, whose return
to earth is also awaited by the Muslims. The monk
Anastasius of Sinai, writing during the construction of
the Dome of the Rock (thirty years after witnessing, in
Mua‘wiya’s time, the clearing of the Temple Mount by
Egyptian workers collaborating with “demons”), there-
fore rejects the opinion of those who claim that “what
is now being built in Jerusalem is the Temple of God,”
which is surely a false claim, since Christ prophesied
the eternal abandonment of that cursed site after the
destruction of the Jewish Temple by Titus. This sug-
gests that some Christians may have perceived ‘Abd
al-Malik’s construction of a new “Temple of God” on
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thut site as a profanation and a veritable sign of apoc-
ilyptic times. '

On the basis of such texts, some scholars have
irgued that ‘Abd al-Malik created the Dome of the
Rock with the intention of “restoring the Temple.”
\ccording to this argument, Islamic layers of signi-
lication were grafted onto the sanctuary only after
al-Walid’s completion of the Aqsa Mosque, which trig-
gered a shift from “political” to “religious” meanings,
or even later, when its association with the Temple
became irrelevant.'”! Traditions in praise of Jerusa-
lem do link the prestige of the new sanctuary with
the glorious memories of the former Temple, com-
manded of David by God and completed by Solomon,
just as they denounce its desecration by the Byzantine
vmpress Helena, who transformed it into a “garbage
dump.” The Temple of Solomon, however, is hardly
cven mentioned in the inscriptions on the Dome of
the Rock. As we have seen, the Solomonic theme is
one of several threads woven into the grand narrative
of the Marwanid complex, the commemorative sites
of which combined references to a chain of proph-
ets with allusions to cosmological and eschatological
themes. This line of prophets, complementing other
pre-Islamic prophets affiliated with the Meccan sanc-
tuary (whose more particularistic scope was largely
confined to the Arabian sphere), culminates in the
Prophet Muhammad, who inherited their legacy of
upholding the true religion of God while at the same
time proclaiming the universality of Islam as the final
stage of successive prophetic revelations.

The renowned local historian of Mamluk Jerusalem,
Mujir al-Din al-‘Ulaymi al-Hanbali (d. 1522), implic-
itly links ‘Abd al-Malik’s decision to build the Dome
of the Rock and the Agsa Mosque in 66 (685-86),
soon after his investiture as caliph, with his promise
to his subjects at that time “to revive the Book and
the Sunna, and to establish Justice.” This retrospec-
tive portrayal of the patron as a restorer of religion
and justice accords well with ‘Abd al-Malik’s caliphal
selfimage’ as a champion of Islam, which was being
threatened by civil war, Byzantine incursions, sectar-
ian factionalism, and even false claimants to prophet-
hood."® Celebrating the caliph’s defeat of Ibn al-Zubayr,
the panegyrics of al-Farazdaq narrated how “the reli-
gion of God was made victorious through the Mar-
wanids” and referred to ‘Abd al-Malik as God’s agent
through whom “His flock” was guided and “blind
civil war” was eliminated. Elsewhere, the poet exalts
the caliph as the imam to whom the believers turn:

“You are to this religion like the direction of prayer,
by which people are guided from going astray.” ‘Abd
al-Malik is hailed as the one chosen to bring the peo-
ple back to the “holy covenant” (bay‘at allah), build
mosques, conquer Byzantium, and dispel conceptual
darkness. The Christian poet al-Akhtal (d. ca. 710)
eulogizes the caliph in similar terms as the executor
of divine victory and justice, the source of rain, and
the light of guidance that illumines the land and pre-
vents the righteous from going astray.'®

It is in this light that I will attempt to interpret
‘Abd al-Malik’s building project in the remaining part
of this section. The grand narrative of the complex,
organized around the focal point of the Dome of the
Rock, can be read as an architectural commentary on
the hierarchical chain of authority emanating from
the one God to a series of prophets, culminating in
the Prophet Muhammad, and to divinely appointed,
just rulers like the prophet-kings David and Solomon,
whose successor is the caliph himself. In my reading
of this narrative, human agents have been selected to
implement the providential design for the salvation
of humankind in this world and the next, which will
climax with the confirmation of God’s oneness and
absolute sovereignty on the Day of Judgment, when
He will be enthroned on the Rock as the final judge.
Supreme kingship is an essential element of cosmology
and eschatology in the previously cited divine utter-
ances addressed to the Rock, which affirm that the
ultimate proof of God’s absolute dominion, already
demonstrated by His creative act, will be revealed
on the Last Day, as declared by the Qur’an: “His will
be the Sovereignty (al-mulk)” on that day, when eight
angels will “uphold the Throne of their Lord,” with a
host of angels flanking its sides in the manner of an
imperial court (Quran 6:73, 22:56, 69:17).'™

The narrative dimension of the pilgrimage com-
plex was activated by its performative rituals. Sources
mention the visitation of venerated places (almawad:’,
al-mawatin) at the sanctuary during the Marwanid
period, but it is unclear whether there was a pre-
scribed itinerary that enhanced its narrativity.' Recent
studies have extensively analyzed the fadz’il book of
Ibn al-Murajja, which outines such an itinerary for
the first time, accompanied by recommended invo-
cations and prayers reflecting ritual practices current
in the Fatimid era.'” Although some of the Marwanid
rituals described in texts had been discontinued by
then, this prayer route was conditioned by the initial
layout of the complex, which preserved its main out-
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lines. It is therefore worthwhile to summarize Ibn al-
Murajja’s instructions to pilgrims (which would be
transformed by new elaborations in Ottoman fada’il
treatises, discussed below) before turning in the next
section to ‘Abd al-Malik’s inscriptions and mosaics at
the Dome of the Rock.

Much like the list of sites enumerated by Ibn al-Faqih
and Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih a century and a half earlier, Ibn
al-Murajja’s itinerary delineates a counterclockwise cir-
cuit around the precinct, starting at the west with the
Gate of David, whose name is not specified (fig. 3(1]).
The first monument on the route is the Dome of the
Rock, followed by its companions on the raised plat-
form, and then by prayer stations along the outer bor-
ders of the walled enclosure. Upon entering the Dome
of the Rock, the pilgrim is instructed to proceed in
a clockwise direction, keeping the Rock on the right
side and moving in a direction opposite that prescribed
for the circumambulation of the Ka‘ba. The following
venerated spots are listed within the building without
specifying their location or signification: “the place
(almawdi‘) in which people pray,” where one should
touch but not kiss the Rock; the Black Paving Stone;
and the cave underneath. The next site to be visited
is the Prophet’s Station (magam al-nabi), which is dis-
cussed under a separate subheading. It may have been
located either inside the Dome of the Rock—perhaps
marking the place where, according to Nasir-i Khus-
raw, the Prophet prayed before his Ascension—or by
the raised platform’s southern stairway, identified by
the same traveler as magam alnabi (fig. 3[23])."”

The prayer route then moves to the three minor
domes on that platform, each listed under its own sub-
heading: the Dome of the Chain, followed by the Gate
of Israfil (the east gate of the Dome of the Rock); the
Dome of the Ascension (to the west or northwest),
from which the Prophet ascended to heaven with
Gabriel on a gold and silver ladder; and the Dome of
the Prophet (to the north), where Gabriel gathered
the angels and former prophets “resurrected (hashar)
by God,” whom the Prophet led in ritual prayer prior
to his Ascension.'™ The two domes associated with the
Prophet recall the ones described earlier by Ibn al-
Faqih, namely, the Dome of the Prophet next to the
station (magam) of Gabriel “to the north” (probably
identical with al-Muhallabi’s Dome of the Gathering,
qubbat al-mahshar), and the Dome of the Ascension
“near the Rock.”

The itnerary proceeds from the raised platform
to the Gate of Mercy on the eastern wall (fig. 3(9])),
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continuing in a counterclockwise direction with sites
along the outer courtyard's periphery: in the north-
east, the Mihrab of Zechariah; in the north, “the rocks
in the back part of the mosque,” where the pilgrim
is advised to pray at the Throne of Solomon while
facing the gibla (fig. 3(36]); in the west, the Gate of
the Divine Presence and the Gate of Remission (fig.
3[2]); and in the south, the congregational mosque,
where one should pray at the mihrabs of ‘Umar and
Mu‘awiya, as well as other mihrabs; the Gate of the
Prophet, from which he entered the precinct with
Gabriel (fig. 3[4]); and the Mihrab of Mary, accom-
panied by the Cradle of Jesus. At this last site the pil-
grim is advised to recite the Sura of Mary (Qur’an 19);
the prayer Jesus made when he was raised to heaven
from the Mount of Olives (a paraphrase of Qurian
112:1-4, testifying that God did not beget a son, nor
was He begotten); and Sura Sad (Qur’an 38), as the
caliph ‘Umar I did when he prayed at the Mihrab of
David (fig. 3[42]). This implies that the mihrabs of
David and Mary must have been close to each other
before the construction (ca. 1037) of the late Fatimid
mosque known as the Cradle of Jesus (fig. 3[44]).
The prayer circuit turns from the nearby southern
Gate of Repentance (fig. 3[5]) to stations outside
the sanctuary, namely, the place where Gabriel tied
up al-Buraq; the plain of al-Sahira on the Mount of
Olives, where one should repeat the prayer of Jesus;
and the Mihrab of David at the city gate (citadel),
where Sura Sad must be recited again, together with
David’s prayer from the Psalms.

We do not know when the clockwise circumambu-
lation of the Rock, which has been interpreted as a
provision marking the difference between the holi-
ness of Mecca and that of Jerusalem, was initiated.
During the time of ‘Abd al-Malik, the Dome of the
Rock is reported to have been opened to the public
for ritual prayer (involving two to four prostrations)
only twice a week, on Mondays and Thursdays, prior
to which attendants applied a perfumed ointment
called khaltug to the Rock and processed around it,
burning incense, inside closed curtains.'® Some schol-
ars regard these rituals as echoes of ceremonies held
at the Jewish Temple, which they presume ‘Abd al-
Malik intended to restore, but they overlook the strik-
ing parallels with the sanctuary in Mecca: Mu‘awiya
is said to have been the first to perfume with khaliig
the Ka‘ba, whose door was opened on Mondays and
Thursdays by the Quraysh during the Prophet’s life-
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time. (Mu‘awiya's tomb in Damascus was likewise acces-
sible to the public on these two days).'""

The itinerary outined in Ibn al-Murajja’s treatise
was informed by the Marwanid master plan, which
largely relegated the memorial sites of the pre-Islamic
past to the outer margins and gates of the precinct
and had the Dome of the Rock and Agsa Mosque
occupying the central gibla axis, ajong which stood
the Prophet’s Gate, thought to have been renovated
by ‘Abd al-Malik. Several traditions report that upon
entering the Temple Mount from this gate “Umar rec-
ognized it to be the place described by the Prophet
as the destination of his Night Journey.'"' Al-Muqad-
dasi gives two reasons for the curiously unbuilt state
of the precinct’s eastern side, one of them being the
scrupulous observance of the Muslim qibla: the con-
gregational mosque’s central mihrab would not have
been on the same axis as the Rock had its walls been
extended further east, a circumstance that was repug-
nant to the Umayyads (presumably because they wanted
to align the first and second qiblas). The other reason
is that the caliph ‘Umar reportedly said, “Reserve in
the eastern part of the masjid a place of prayer for the
Muslims”—a tradition that hints at the early identifica-
tion of the wall facing the inauspicious Valley of Hell
as the barrier with a gate that will separate believers
from disbelievers on the Last Day (Qur’an 57:13). The
prominent Gate of Mercy on that wall (later renamed
the Gate of Mercy and Repentance) is also believed
to have been renovated by ‘Abd al-Malik."?

The mapping of this and other Qur’anic refer-
ences onto the sacred topography of the pilgrimage
complex was in all likelihood initiated by Mua‘wiya,
gaining ground with ‘Abd al-Malik’s comprehensive
building operation. The raised platform at the mid-
dle of the precinct, crowned by the principal dome
over the Rock, was surrounded by smaller Marwanid
structures that were identified by the early tenth cen-
tury as the Dome of the Chain, the twin domes of the
Prophet, and the prayer places (musalla) or stations
(magam) of Gabriel and al-Khidr (the latter was often
spotted worshipping at the sanctuary, where several
sites came to be named after him). The commemora-
tive structures on the platform, encasing the Rock as
its foundation, underscored the liminality of this per-
meable border zone mediating the frontier between
the heavens and the earth, as well as between time
and eternity.'"” Its constellation of domes brought into
focus the grand narrative of the complex by evoking

the chain of authority emanating from God to the
Prophet and the divinely appointed caliph.

Let us first consider the Dome of the Chain, whose
construction is generally attributed to ‘Abd al-Malik
(figs. 4 and 7[a, b]). Some scholars believe that it is
identical with the Public Treasury (bayt al-mal) built by
him on the east side of the Rock prior to his departure
from Jerusalem, speculating that its dome must have
featured a now-lost upper storage space. If 5o, it may
be the treasury mentioned in a Syriac chronicle dated
716, which reports that al-Walid I “asserabled all the
treasure of the Saracens, hoarding it and putting it
into a single treasury in Jerusalem, the holy city, which
people say is the center of the earth.”''* The Dome
of the Chain has persuasively been identified as the
dome “next to the Rock,” where al-Walid’s successor,
Sulayman, sat while receiving the oath of allegiance
as caliph and distributing gifts, money, and robes of
honor to his subjects.'”® The next caliph, “Umar II,
summoned Sulayman's district governors to Jerusa-
lem to make them swear oaths by the Rock that they
had committed no wrongdoing, probably judging their
testimony from under the neighboring Dome of the
Chain.""® This open domical building, then, seems to
have been used by the Marwanids (and presumably
by their deputies) on state occasions for the recep-
tion of oaths and the administration of justice. It can
therefore be interpreted as an architectural represen-
tation of the pivotal authority of the Marwanid caliphs,
who were often associated in poetry with the concept
of qutb (pivot, celestial pole). Geographically mark-
ing the epicenter of the precinct and axially aligned
with a lateral mihrab of the Aqsa Mosque that was
later identified with the caliph “Umar I (fig. 3[41d]),
the Dome of the Chain is composed of an inner and
outer arcade and features a prayer niche added to its
qibla side. According to Ibn al-Faqih, the prayer place
of al-Khidr was located “in front of it,” in the “middle
of the mosque precinct” (wasat al-masfid) '

The Dome of the Chain is linked in a tradition we
have already considered with the “place (almawdi®)
in front of the Rock” where the chain was suspended
from heaven in the time of David; this was where the
Prophet Muhammad saw the virgins of Paradise during
his Night Journey. The dome is identified in another
tradition, and in the guidebook of al-Harawi (1173), as
the place where Solomon dispensed justice.!'® Its asso-
ciation with the divinely guided justice of David and
Solomon—both of whom are identified in the Qur'an
as judges whose judgments were “witnessed” by God
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DOME OF THE CHAIN.

Fig. 7, a and b. a. Dome of the Chain, from the north. (Photo: James McDonald, after Charles William Wilson, Ordnance
Survey of Jerusalem [London, 1865]. Courtesy of the Fine Arts Library, Harvard College Library) b. Dome ol the Chain with
the Dome of the Rock, from the northeast. (Photo: unidendficd photographer, ca. 1870, Tassel no. 69. Courtesy of the Fine
Arts Library, Harvard College Library)
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{Qur’an 21:78)—connects the Marwanid caliphs with
this dynastic pair of prophet-kings, who are upheld as
their role models in al-Farazdaq’s poetry. Through com-
parison with the House of David, ‘Abd al-Malik and
his sons arguably assumed a messianic aura, another
leitmotif in al-Farazdaq's panegyrics. The dynastic
implications of this comparison are also apparent in
his verses, one of which states that al-Walid I inher-
ited sovereignty (mulk) from his father like Solomon
[rom David, as a bequest from God. The caliph Sulay-
man, who in particular modeled his persona after his
namesake, Solomon, is eulogized by al-Farazdaq as a
mahdi (restorer of religion and justice) and as the righ-
leous imam in the maspid al-agsa, who guides the com-
munity of believers along the straight path. The poet
similarly compares Ayyub and his father Sulayman to
David and Solomon in upholding the law, which keeps
those who follow it from going astray.'”

According to a tradition attributed to Raja’ b. Haywa,
when the caliph “‘Umar I entered the sanctuary in
Jerusalem, he prayed at the Mihrab of David. There
he recited Sura Sad (Qur’an 38), which mentions the
mihrab, as well as the sura whose first verse refers to
almasjid al-agsa (Quran 17), thereby linking the site of
the Prophet’s Night Journey with the Temple Mount."
In Sura Sad, God forgives the repentant David and
appoints him His “deputy/caliph (khalifa) on earth,”
so that he may rightfully judge humankind without
being diverted from the divine path. This sura reso-
nates with the image that “Abd al-Malik fashioned for
himself as God’s caliph on earth. He is portrayed in
court poetry as a judge comparable to David in jus-
tice, and a famous theologian is said to have cited this
Qur’anic passage in reponse to the caliph’s question
about how he would be judged by God, urging him
to abide by the same obligations divinely imposed on
David. It is therefore tempting to propose that the
Dome of the Chain, associated with Davidic justice,
embodied ‘Abd al-Malik's claim to the title “God’s
caliph” (khalifat allah).™

Recent interpretations of Marwanid caliphal ideol-
ogy have shown that the alleged absence of theolog-
ical justification for their dynastic regime is hardly
convincing. Based on late Marwanid texts in which
this ideology crystallized, it has been argued that God
and the Prophet were seen as complementary constit-
uents of the title “God’s caliph.” As deputies of God
and upholders of the Prophet’s tradition (sunna), the
Marwanid caliphs claimed to be divinely appointed
executors of the sacred law and preservers of the true

religion revealed by God to the last prophet, Muham-
mad, at a critical moment in history, when the for-
merly disclosed “signs had become erased and hidden.”
They thus considered themselves the post-prophetic,
caliphal agents of God’s historical plan for human-
kind and the means of salvation for Muslims in this
world and the next.””® Choosing the rightful caliph was
to choose one’s “vehicle of salvation”; according to a
saying attributed to the Prophet, “He who dies with-
out being bound at his neck by an oath of allegiance
to the representative of authority dies a jahils (pagan)
death.” Hence, al-Hajjaj, the celebrated governor of
‘Abd al-Malik and his successor, professed to believe
not only in the unity of God and the messengership
of Muhammad, but also in obedience to the caliph al-
Walid—“on this he would live, on this he would die,
and on this he would be resurrected.” Obedience to
God, then, was equivalent to obeying God’s caliph on
earth, the protector of the “sovereignty of the Lord”
and of the unity of the Prophet’s community (ummq)
against external enemies and internal schism.'*

The claim of the Marwanid caliphs to the legacy
of the Prophet, in terms sympathetic to their own
regime, was essential for maintaining their link to
the universal chain of prophets within a salvation his-
tory divided into two eras, both of them entrusted to
God’s agents on earth: that of the prophets (which
had come to an end) and that of the caliphs.'* The
two minor domes commemorating the Prophet on
the raised platform of the Rock were therefore crucial
components of the Marwanid complex. These edifices
are intimately linked with the combined narratives of
the Prophet’s Night Journey (isr@’) and of his Ascen-
sion (mi‘raj), which I believe were integral to ‘Abd al-
Malik’s grand narrative rather than an afterthought
introduced during the reign of his successor. Grabar
has recently argued that by the end of the seventh
century the Prophet’s Night Journey had already been
connected with the vision of his ascent to heaven, an
event associated at that time with the whole precinct
rather than just the Rock.'” This connection was artic-
ulated in Ibn Ishaq’s Life of the Prophet, in which the
Night Journey and the Ascension are linked with the
sanctuary in Jerusalem and amalgamated on the basis
of varying reports, including those of Mu‘awiya and
the scholar Ibn Shihab al-Zuhri, who was closely affil-
iated with ‘Abd al-Malik and later Marwanid caliphs.
Ibn Ishaq interprets the Prophet’s Night Journey, fol-
lowed by his Ascension, as “an act of God by which
He took him by night in what way He pleased to show
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him His signs, which He willed him to see so that he
witnessed His mighty sovereignty and power by which
He does what He wills to do.”'*

Like Mugqatil, al-Zuhri associated the sanctuary in
Jerusalem, where he apparently heard ‘Abd al-Malik
deliver a sermon, with the famous verse of the sura
known as the “Night Journey” or “Children of Israel”
(Quran 17:1): “Glory be to Him, who carried His
servant by night from the Sacred Place of Prayer
(almasjid al-haram, 1.e., Mecca) to the Furthest Place
of Prayer (almasjid al-agsa), the precincts of which We
have blessed, that We might show him some of Our
signs. He is the All-Hearing, the All-Seeing.” As he was
praying at its venerated sites during a pilgrimage, al-
Zuhri is reported to have indignantly recited this verse
to a shaykh there, who was transmitting traditions in
praise of Jerusalem from the “Holy Books.” This epi-
sode reflects an attempt to assert the primacy of the
Qur’anic justification for the sanctity of the sanctu-
ary over popular beliefs drawn from the isra’iliyyat.'”’
The Islamic status of the Rock, referred to above by
Nasir-i Khusraw as the “former gibla of humankind”
toward which the Muslims once prayed, is also stressed
in a tradition ascribed to al-Zuhri, which connects the
Rock’s holiness with the Qur’anic verse mentioning
“the land We have blessed for all beings” (Qur’an
21:71). This tradition declares that since Adam came
to earth, God sent no prophet without appointing as
his qibla the “Rock of Bayt al-Maqdis”—until the time
of the Prophet himself, who, after the gibla direction
was changed by divine command, turned his face to
the Ka‘ba. An extant mihrab on the northeast cor-
ner of the Rock is notably labeled the “Qibla of the
Prophets” on a plan dating from the late Ottoman
period (fig. 15[3]).'%

The reference of verse 17:1 to the sanctuary in Jeru-
salem is strongly implied by an intertextual reading of
the verses that follow it in the ‘Uthmanic rescension
of the Qur’an, the written corpus of which existed in
the second half of the seventh century, according to
a tradition transmitted from al-Zuhri. These verses
mention how the Temple was destroyed twice to pun-
ish the Children of Israel, who had strayed from the
guidance of the scripture given to Moses. They also
refer to the revelation of the Qur’an to the Prophet
as a guide to the straightest path to salvation on the
“day when He will call you” (Qur’an 17:52)—a verse
linked in Muqatil’s exegesis with “the Rock of Bayt al-
Maqdis,” where Israfil will summon the dead. The sura
includes an explicit allusion to the Prophet’s real or
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visionary ascent to heaven, when “We appointed the
vision which We showed you as an ordeal for mankind”
{Qur’an 17:60), interpreted by Muqatl as a “vision”
granted during the Night Journey (alisra’) to Jerusa-
lem. The sura is replete with eschatological references
to the painful doom awaiting disbelievers in the Here-
after and the “day when We will summon each com-
munity, along with its leader (imam)” (Qur'an 17:71).
It ends with an affirmation of the truth of the Qur'an
as revealed to the “mortal messenger,” who was sent
as “a bearer of good tdings and a warner,” so that he
might recite it to humankind, together with praises
exalting the greatness of God, “who has not taken
unto Himself a son,” and who has "no partner in Sov-
ereignty (almulk)” (Qurian 17:111). This last verse,
quoted in ‘Abd al-Malik’s inscriptions on the Dome
of the Rock, is presented in Muqatil's commentary
as a message addressed to some Jews and the Chris-
tians, who respectively regarded the prophet ‘Uzayr
(Ezra) or Jesus as the son of God, and to the Arabs,
who believed angels to be partners of God."*

The omission of verse 17:1 from the inscription pro-
gram of the Dome of the Rock has led most schol-
ars to conclude that it was not at that time associated
with the sanctuary in Jerusalem. However, it may sim-
ply have been omitted because it was inscribed on
the congregational mosque renovated by Mu‘awiya,
which was rebuilt by ‘Abd al-Malik and his son. Dur-
ing a visit in 1173, al-Harawi saw this verse quoted in
a now-lost inscription on the Agsa Mosque’s dome,
which recorded its renovation by the Fatimid caliph
al-Zahir in 426 (1035) and probably copied an earlier
Umayyad inscription. Another inscription of the same
caliph, undated and executed on mosaics, still exists
above the “triumphal arch” of the mosque’s domed
raihrab area. It, too, quotes the same verse referring
to al-masjid al-agsa, a verse that must have been more
closely linked with the congregational mosque to the
south (whose name was associated with the whole pre-
cinct) than with the Dome of the Rock itself.'™

Regardless of the ways in which the scenario of the
Prophet’s Night Journey-cum-Ascension was construed
in contradictory reports, the “signs” of God’s kingdom
that were revealed to hira at that time included a vision
of Hell and Paradise. He also saw “the lote tree of the
furthest boundary” (sidrat al-muntaha) close to the
“garden of refuge” (jannat al-ma’wa) at the foot of the
divine Throne, “one of the greater signs,” where his
gaze “neither turned aside nor exceeded the bounds”
(Qur’an 17:60, 53:1-18). The Prophet was thus given
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4 preview, as a “witness” for humanity, of some of
the signs that would appear on and around the Rock
during the imminent day of reckoning. This “vision”
underscores the apocalyptic aspect of the Prophet’s
mission as “a bearer of good tidings and a warner”
(Qur’an 17:105), which according to Muqatil’s exege-
sis is a reference to Paradise and Hell.'""! The Night
Journey and Ascension, then, were closely connected
with a central theme of the Jerusalem sanctuary, the

Judgment, and therefore played a significant role in

mediating the remembrance of the past and the antic-
ipation of the eschatological future in the grand nar-
rative of the Marwanid complex.

Analyzing the divergent accounts concerning the
location of the Prophet’s Ascension and the sequence
of events before and after it is beyond the scope of
this essay. To give an example, one of the versions
recorded by Ibn Ishaq reports that the Prophet went
with Gabriel “to see the wonders between heaven and
carth” before praying with earlier prophets at the
sanctuary in Jerusalem, whereas the Ascension took
place after this prayer, according to another account
in the same source."” We have also seen that later
on the Persian traveler Nasir-i Khusraw imagined the
Prophet to have risen to heaven from the Dome of
the Ascension on al-Buraq, whereas local traditions
copied by al-Wasiti and Ibn al-Murajja envisioned his
ascent from that dome on a ladder, stressing the tying
up of his steed outside the southwest corner of the
sanctuary, where former prophets used to leave their
mounts. The controversy about the site of the Proph-
et’s Ascension is hinted at in Ibn al-Murajja’s discus-
sion of a tradition on the ladder (mi‘ray). He says, “No
one disagrees that the Prophet ascended from it at the
dome known as qubbat al-mi‘raj, since God Almighty
[Himself] ascended to heaven from the Rock, and the
Prophet was borne up to heaven from the aforemen-
tioned dome.” This tautological statement shows an
awareness of alternative traditions according to which
the Prophet ascended from the Rock itself.”*® One
such tradition, recorded by al-Wasiti, is a saying of the
Prophet transmitted by his companion Abu Hurayra
(died ca. late 670s), in which Gabriel points to the
Rock during the Night Journey and says, “Here your
Lord ascended to heaven”; the Prophet then leads
the earlier prophets in ritual prayer at the Rock and
from there ascends to heaven.'*" According to the pre-
viously cited statement of al-Ya‘qubi (ca. 874), ‘Abd
al-Malik also told the people of Syria-Palestine that
the Rock was the place on which the Prophet “set

his foot when he ascended to heaven.” Another early
report, however, quotes the caliph as saying, “This is
the Rock of the All-Compassionate upon which He
has set His foot.”'¥®

Irrespective of these varying accounts, the design of
the sanctuary itself suggests that the scenario of the
Prophet’s Night Journey and Ascension was concep-
tualized as a narrative sequence of events, starting at
the Gate of the Prophet and culminating at the Rock
enclosed within the paved platform. The holiest spot
on its summit, punctuated by the Dome of the Rock,
seems to have been envisioned by ‘Abd al-Malik and
his advisers as the former gibla of humanity and the
Prophet. Regardless of whether or not it featured the
Prophet’s footprint at that time, this was one of the
most blessed places on earth, from which God rose
to heaven and to which He would return at the end
of time. The paved platform covering the rest of the
Rock was marked by subsidiary domes commemo-
rating the Prophet and affirming the pivotal role of
the caliph in the divine plan. These structures were
dominated by the monumental Dome of the Rock,
which tied together the multiple narrative threads of
the complex by exalting the supreme dominion of
the merciful and forgiving God. Let us now turn to
the inscriptions and mosaics that lend support to this
interpretation, for, as Grabar remarks, the receiver of
their message is ultimately “God, who is commemo-
rated in the building.”'*

‘ABD AL-MALIK’S INSCRIPTIONS AND THE
MOSAICS OF THE DOME OF THE ROCK

Like the domes grouped on the raised platform, ‘Abd
al-Malik’s inscriptions on the Dome of the Rock focus
on three interrelated themes: the absolute sovereignty
and mercy of God, the privileged position of the
Prophet Muhammad, and the divine origin of earthly
authority. The Christological passages cited from the
Qur’an, which are generally interpreted as anti-Christian
polemics, constitute a subset of the theme of God's
indivisible oneness, with no partner in sovereignty—a
central precept of Islam. The eschatological passages
affirm yet another principal tenet, belief in “God and
the Last Day.” They, too, can be subsumed under the
theme of God’s absolute dominion, with sovereign
freedom to bestow and withhold mercy or to grant
intercession on the Day of Judgment.
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‘Abd al-Malik’s epigraphic program lends itself to
a wide range of interpretations."” His inscriptions on
the Dome of the Rock have been related to the height-
ened public prominence given Qur’anic citations in
his personal seal, coins, milestones, and papyrus rolls,
which quote a similar set of verses or closely related
variants that reiterate the main dogmas of Islam offi-
cially upheld by the Marwanid polity. His partially
preserved inscriptions on the building combine ver-
batm quotations from the Qur’an and paraphrases
of Qur’anic passages with repeated professions of
faith (shahada) and invocations, forming a continu-
ous litany.'™ These not easily legible, angular Kufic
inscriptions, concentrated on both sides of the inner
octagonal arcade, are executed in glass mosaic with
gold letters against a dark blue ground. They are com-
plemented by two epigraphic panels in the same color
scheme, painted on bronze plaques; these have been
removed from the lintels of the building’s north and
east entrances.

In addition to the two lost plaques on the south
and west gates, which featured inscriptions seen by al-
Harawi in 1173, other Umayyad epigraphs may have dis-
appeared as well, particularly around the more lavishly
decorated innermost core of the building, which is sur-
rounded by a circular arcade. It is difficult to imagine
that there were no inscriptions on the inner surfaces of
the drum and the dome itself, the focal points of pic-
torial iconographic programs in comparable centrally
planned Byzantine commemorative structures (figs. 8
and 9). Sources from the Crusader period mention
Latin inscriptions, accompanied by others in Arabic,
both inside and outside the Dome of the Rock."™ The
Ayyubid cursive inscription band (Qur'an 20:1-21)
in gold-on-green mosaic that now encircles the base
of the lower drum'’s inner face is generally believed
to have replaced a Latin inscription, which may have
replaced an original Umayyad text (fig. 10)."* Even
if the likely predecessor of the Ayyubid inscription
quoted different Quranic passages, it is worth noting
that these verses from Sura Ta Ha refer to the reve-
lation of the Qur’an to the Prophet by the merciful
creator of the heavens and the earth, “who is estab-
lished on the Throne” and to whom belongs “whatso-
ever is in the heavens and whatsoever is in the earth,
and whatsoever is between them, and whatsoever is
beneath the sod.” Intimating the Rock’s cosmological
significance, the quoted verses also emphasize escha-
tology by alluding to the approaching Hour, and to
God’s servant, Moses, whose staff is one of the “signs”
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bestowed upon him as proofs of divine sovereignty.
Given that the Rock under the dome is associated in
several sources with Moses, the striking absence of any
reference to him in ‘Abd al-Malik’s inscriptions may
well be an accident of preservation.

The Throne Verse (Qur’an 2:255), cited on a “gilt
silver inscription” (albkitaba bi’ fadd al-mudhahhab), seen
by al-Harawi on “the roof of this dome” (saqf hadhihi
al-qubba) during the Crusader occupation, likewise
alludes to the divine Throne and to God’s sovereignty.
This was in all likelihood the renewed version of an
Umayyad inscription, which may have been replaced
when the Fatimid caliph al-Zahir rebuilt the partially
collapsed wooden dome and renovated the mosaics
of its drum (fig. 10}, repairs that are recorded by epi-
taphs dated 413 (1022-23) and 418 (1027-28). The
dome inscription is the only Qur’anic quotation inside
the Dome of the Rock mentioned by al-Harawi, prob-
ably because of its prominent position as a counter-
point to al-Zahir’s now-ost inscription citing verse 17:1
and bearing the renovation date 426 (1035), which
al-Harawi saw on the Aqsa Mosque’s dome (sagf qub-
bat al-agsa). The Throne Verse, presently inscribed on
a gilded late Ottoman epigraphic band (c. 1874-75)
encircling the apex of the wooden cupola, testifies to
the palimpsestic character of the Dome of the Rock’s
periodically rewritten and redecorated surfaces (fig.
9). Another late Ottoman inscription band surround-
ing the outer edge of the dome records its successive
repairs by the Ayyubid ruler Salah al-Din in 586 (1190),
the Mamluk ruler al-Nasir Muhammad b. Qala’un in
718 (1318-19), and the Ottoman rulers Mahmud Iin
1156 (1743-44) and ‘Abd al-*Aziz in 1291 (1874-75).
These and other postUmayyad epigraphs raise the dis-
tinct possibility that ‘Abd al-Malik’s remaining inscrip-
tions do not constitute a self-contained, intact corpus,
as is generally assumed.'"

The Throne Verse that al-Harawi saw inscribed on
or around the dome must have been, in my view, an
integral part of the original epigraphic program,; it is
probably no coincidence that the same verse is par-
tially quoted at the beginning of the two extant bronze
plaques (once fixed to the lintels of the north and east
gates, as previously mentioned), which provide a pre-
view of themes more fully elaborated inside the build-
ing. This verse sets the tone for the interior inscriptions
by affirming the majestic glory of the enthroned deity,
whose eternal kingdom comprises the entire universe,
created and maintained by Him. It not only alludes
to the divine Throne, a vision of which was granted
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Iig. 8. Dome of the Rock, interior view from the north. Marble screen with arcade of “mihrabs” between two columns in the
loreground. (Photo: GRABAR, Oleg; The Shape of the Holy. © 1996 Princeton University Press. Reprinted by permission of
Princeton University Press)

ffig. 9. Dome of the Rock, interior view of upper drum register and dome. (Photo: Hanan Isachar/Corbis)
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Fig. 10. Dome of the Rock, mosaic panel on the lower drum
register with Fatimid and Ayyubid inscriptions, northwest.
(Photo: GRABAR, Oleg; The Shape of the Holy. © 1996 Prince-
ton University Press. Reprinted by permission of Princeton
University Press)

to the Prophet as one of the “signs” of God’s abso-
lute sovereignty, but also contains clear hints about
the Last Judgment and the possibility of intercession
at that time with His permission alone:

God! There is no god but He, the Living, the Eternal.
Neither does slumber affect Him, nor sleep. To Him
belongs all that is in the heavens and the earth. Who is
there that can intercede with Him [on the Day of Judg-
ment] except by His leave? He knows what lies belore
them and what is behind them, and they comprehend
not cven a litde of His knowledge except what He will.
His Throne encompasscs the heavens and the earth, and
He tires not [rom preserving them. He is the All-High,
the All-Glorious.'*

The dome inscription quoting the Throne Verse can
be interpreted as a verbal counterpart to the icono-
graphical subject of Maiestas Domini, associated with
pilgrimage to the Holy Land and with the second
coming of the enthroned Christ as the son of God
to judge humankind. As such, it negates the salvation
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paradigm promoted by the Holy Sepulcher, a mult-
focal pilgrimage complex comparable to the Haram,
that comprised at that time a basilical church, a bap-
tistery, and several sites of witnessing: the Rock of
Calvary (Golgotha, identified as the omphalos), featur-
ing a cave underneath and crowned by a monumental
cross memorializing the “life-giving” crucifixion of
Christ, and the domed rotunda (Anastasis) of Churist’s
empty tomb, commemorating his entombment and
resurrection—events that the Qur’an denies took place.
This denial is rooted in the Muslim veneration of
“Jesus, the son of Mary,” as the word and spirit of
God, who was beyond the dishonor of death on the
cross and hence raised up alive to heaven; he will
die and be resurrected only with the rest of human-
kind and the angels, when the enthroned deity will
judge all created beings.'*® Defending the Orthodox
Byzantine viewpoint, John of Damascus (d. ca. 750),
who descended from an influential family of Christian
finance ministers employed at the Umayyad court and
became a monk near Jerusalem, noted that among the
main issues at stake was the Muslim emphasis on the
absolute “monarchy” of God. Thoroughly acquainted
with the Christology of the Qur’an, which he discred-
ited as the “scripture” that the “false prophet” Muham-
mad claimed to have been sent down from heaven,
John defined the “heresy of the Ishmaelites” as an
amalgamation of borrowed concepts: from the Jews,
absolute monotheism (“monarchy”); from the Arians,
the affirmation that the word and spirit of God are
created; and from the Nestorians, anthropolatry, the
idea that Christ was merely a human being. This state-
ment pinpoints the most essential theological differ-
ences of the “Ishmaelites” as perceived by an Orthodox
Christian theologian who flourished in Umayyad Syria-
Palestine—a perception with which the Dome of the
Rock’s inscription program resonates by virtue of its
proclamation of central Islamic precepts.'*

Let us now turn to the bronze plaques removed from
the north and east gates, each ending with a prayer
asking God to bless the Prophet and a statement in
a different script that the inscription was ordered by
the Abbasid caliph al-Ma’mun in 216 (831), which
probably replaced a reference to ‘Abd al-Malik.'** The
inscription on the north panel begins with the basmala,
“In the name of God, the Merciful and the Compas-
sionate,” and a praise of the unique and eternal God,
who is indivisible, has no partner, and neither begets
nor is begotten, for there is none like Him (Qur’an
2:255; 8:2; 112). This is followed by an enunciation
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of the Prophet Muhammad’s missionary role and his
link to earlier prophets who received the same reve-
lation prescribing total submission to the one God.
Unlike the divisive “polytheists,” who reject the uni-
versal “religion of truth,” the community of believ-
crs is enjoined to believe in God and whatever was
revealed to Muhammad and his predecessors, a mes-
sage echoed by the venerated prayer places of former
prophets marked on the Haram itself:

Mubhammad is the servant of God and His messenger,
whom he sent with guidance and the religion of truth (din
al-haqq} to proclaim it over all religions, even though the
polytheists hate it (Qur’an 9:33, 48:28, 61:9). Let us believe
in God and what was revealed to Muhammad and in
what was given lo the prophets from their Lord; we make no
distinction between any of them and we submit (are Muslims)
to Him (Qur’an 2:136, 3:84).

The Prophet’s mission, then, is both a continuation and
a culmination of the true monotheistic faith, upheld
by the chain of prophets and patriarchs listed in both
versions of the partially quoted last verses: Abraham,
Ishmael, Isaac, Jacob, the Tribes, Moses, and Jesus.
The inscription ends with an invocation imploring
God to bless Muhammad, His servant and prophet,
granting him peace, mercy, grace, and forgiveness.
The panel’s position on the north door, which leads
to the Black Paving Stone that marked the conjunc-
tion of the two giblas of Islam and was believed to
have been situated over one of the gates of Paradise,
implies that the “religion of truth” revealed to the
Prophet is the key to salvation in the promised eternal
gardens (fig. 4[1]).

The panel at the east gate, facing the Dome of the
Chain, once again stresses the supreme sovereignty
of God, the creator and final judge from whom all
power originates and to whom it returns. Alluding to
cosmological concepts, the inscription starts with the
basmala and a praise of the unique and eternal God,
the creator of the heavens and the earth, the light of
the heavens and the earth (parts of Qur’an 2:255; 3:2;
2:117; 24:35; 6:101), and the upholder of the heavens
and the earth. The confirmation of the absolute one-
ness and transcendence of God, who neither begets
nor is begotten, is repeated (Qur’an 112), accompa-
nied by another praise of the merciful Lord as the
source of earthly authority. This is an implicit refer-
ence to the divinely ordained, just rule of the Mar-
wanid caliphate signified by the contiguous Dome of
the Chain: “Master of sovereignty, You give sovereignty

(mulk) fo whom You wish and You take sovereignty away
Sfrom whom You wish” (Qur'an 3:26).” The text then
highlights the eschatological dimension of divine king-
ship and mercy: “All sovereignty is to You and comes
from You, our Lord, and it returns to You [on the Last
Day], Lord of Glory, the Merciful, the Compassion-
ate. He has written mercy for Himself, His mercy extends to
all things” (Qur’an 6:12 and 7:156).

The epigraphic panel ends with a litany glorifying
God and invoking the divine names; it is a touching
plea by the community of believers for the interces-
sion of the Prophet during the final judgment:

Glory to Him and may He be exalted over what poly-
theists associate [with Him]. O God, we pray to You
that You may grant us—through Your beautiful names,
Your noble face, Your elevated majesty, and Your perfect
word by which You preserve the heavens and the earth,
through Your mercy which shelters us from Satan and
saves us from Your punishment on the Day of Resurrection
(yawm al-giyama), through Your overflowing generosity,
through Your kindness, through Your gentleness and
Your omnipotence, through Your forgiveness and Your
magnanimity—Your blessing upon Muhammad, Your
servant and Your prophet, and that You may accept his
intercession for his community (umma). May God bless
him and grant him mercy.

Although the Qur’an emphasizes the absoluteness of
divine kingship and justice on the Last Day, this plea
for the Prophet’s eschatological intercession is encour-
aged by mitigating passages (including the Throne
Verse quoted several times in the building itself) that
refer to God’s granting permission to whomever He
wishes to intercede on that day. Hope in the Proph-
et’s intercession, which is nothing but the reconciling
of divine justice with mercy through his mediation,
was furthermore based on a verse in the Sura of the
Night Journey (Qur’an 17:79), in which Muhammad
is instructed to offer supererogatory prayers so that
“perhaps your Lord may raise you to a praiseworthy
station” (maqgam mahmad). This has been interpreted
by some early exegetes as a station reserved for the
Prophet near the divine Throne on the Day of Judg-
ment, which according to Muqatil’s commentary is his
“station of intercession” (magam alshafa‘a)."*

The mosaic inscription band on the outer face of
the octagonal arcade, the first epigraph encountered
upon entering the building, features distinct prayers
each starting with the basmala, which repeatedly invokes
God as Merciful and Compassionate. It ends with the
foundation inscription, which preserves the date 72
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(691-92) but substitutes for the founder’s name that
of al-Ma’mun (fig. 11, a and b). Studies have noted
that this text establishes a clockwise movement, begin-
ning in the south and ending in the southeast, whereas
the epigraphic band on the inner face of the same
arcade starts in the south and ends in the southwest,
following a counterclockwise movement.'*” The com-
posite text on the arcade’s outer face fuses Qur’anic
citatons and extra-Qur’anic litanies, which alternate
praises of God with blessings upon the Prophet. As
such, the prayers constitute expanded versions of the
shahada (testifying to belief in God and His messen-
ger) inscribed on ‘Abd al-Malik’s personal seal, coins,
and papyrus rolls to articulate the official creed of the
Marwanid state.'*

The first prayer, beginning at the corner between
the south and southeast sides of the octagonal arcade,
faces the southern entrance, generally known as the
Qibla Gate (fig. 11a). Inserted between the two parts
of the shahada is Sura lkhlas (Qur'an 112), which is
also quoted on both of the surviving gate panels; this
sura is one of the most explicit avowals of the one-
ness of the eternal God, who neither begets nor is
begotten, and is without equal."*” The next Qur’anic
citation, between the southwest and west sides, is pre-
ceded by the shahada; it testifies to the Prophet’s hon-
ored status in the divine court and urges believers
to send their blessings on him: “God and His angels
shower their blessings on the Prophet; you who believe, send
blessings on him and salute him with a worthy greeting”
(Qur’an 33:56). Framed between the two parts of the
shahada, the subsequent verse from the Sura of the
Night Journey (between the west and northwest sides)
attests to God’s sovereign omnipotence by means of
an invocation that the Prophet is instructed to recite
to humankind: “(Say] Praise be to God, who begets no son,
and who has no partner in the sovereignty (al-mulk), nor
any protector out of humility, and magnsfy His greatness”
(Qur’an 17:111). This is followed on the north side
by a short prayer on behalf of the Prophet: “May God,
His angels, and His messengers bless him, and God
grant him peace and mercy.”

The theme of divine sovereignty is further ampli-
fied by a conflation of two verses on the north and
northeast sides, bracketed by the two parts of the
shahada, and a supplication asking God to bless the
Prophet and grant him eschatological intercession:
“There is no god but God alone, without parner.
To Him belongs the sovereignty (almulk) and to
Him belongs the praise (al-hamd). He is the giver of
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life and death, and He has power over everything
(Qur’an 64:1; 57:2). Muhammad is God’s messenger,
may God bless him and accept his intercession on the
Day of Resurrection (yawm al-giyama) for his commu-
nity (umma).” The epigraphic band ends between the
east and southeast sides with the shahada and the foun-
dation inscription, thereby juxtaposing references to
God, the Prophet, and the caliph: “There is no god
but God alone, without partner; Muhammad is God’s
messenger, may God bless him. God’s servant [*Abd
al-Malik], commander of the believers, built this dome
(al-qubba) in the year seventy-two; may God accept it
from him and be pleased with him. Amen. Lord of
the Worlds. To God belongs praise” (fig. 11b).

In its combination of verses and invocations that
primarily glorify God with prayers on behalf of the
Prophet and the reigning caliph, the inscription band
echoes the theme of the hierarchical chain of author-
ity embodied in the cluster of domes on the raised
platform. References to blessings showered on the
Prophet by God, the angels, and the earlier proph-
ets not only affirm his role in mediating between the
heavens and the earth but also carry intimations of
his Night Journey and Ascension. The petition made
for the Prophet’s intercession on the northeast side
of the arcade, paralleled by its longer counterpart on
the east gate panel, faces the direction of the Mount
of Olives, where the gathering of resurrected beings is
destined to take place on the plain of al-Sahira."™ That
is why the eastern staircase of the platform and a gate
on the eastern wall of the precinct eventually came to
be named after al-Buraq, on which the Prophet is to
be transported to his station near the divine Throne as
future intercessor for his community (fig. 3(8, 33]).'"!
The placement of the caliph’s dedicatory inscription
to the southeast suggests that the main entrance into
the Dome of the Rock may have been the south gate
facing the qibla, the direction from which the Prophet
was imagined to have approached the Rock and the
starting point of the epigraphic band. (If one enters
the building from its equally important north gate, or
from any other point of entry, the caliph’s name does
not appear at the end but somewhere in the middle
of the text). It has been shown that the qibla direc-
tion is also privileged by the grouping of inscriptions
and distinctive mosaic decorations on the south side
of the same arcade’s inner face.'™

Let us now turn to the inscription band encircl-
ing the inner surface of the octagonal arcade, which
expounds similar themes, with praises of God and
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Fig. 11, aand b. Dome of the Rock, outer face of the octagonal arcade, mosaic panels with inscriptions. a. Beginning section
al the southeast and south corner. b. Southeast section with ‘Abd al-Malik’s name replaced by that of al-Ma’mun. (Photo:

GRABAR, Oleg; The Shape of the Holy. © 1996 Princeton University Press. Reprinted by permission of Princeton University
Press)
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prayers on behalf of the Prophet and Jesus comple-
ruented by long citations from the Qur’an (fig. 12, a
and b). Forming a single continuous text addressing
the Muslims and the People of the Book, it suggests
that the building may originally have been accessible to
non-Muslims, a surmise supported by the inclusion of
Christians and Jews in the staff of servants whom ‘Abd
al-Malik appointed to the complex.” The inscription
commences at the south with a basmala and includes
between the two parts of the shahada the same con-
flated verses proclaiming God’s sovereign power over
life, death, and all creation (Qurian 64:1; 57:2) that
are quoted on the northeast side of the arcade’s outer
face. There follows a verse on the southeast side, also
present on the outer face of the arcade’s west side,
that urges believers to bestow blessings on the Prophet
as do God and His angels (Qur’an 33:56).

Between the southeast and north sides of the arcade,
God's oneness is announced with a Qur’anic refutation
of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity and a recom-
mendation to the People of the Book not to exceed
the bounds of their religion by saying “Three,” since
the “Messiah, Jesus son of Mary,” was only a messen-
ger and the word and spirit of God bestowed upon
his mother. This corrective declaration is accompa-
nied by a conciliatory missionary invitation to the
People of the Book “to believe in God and His mes-
sengers,” concluding with an eschatological admoni-
tion (Qur’an 4:171-72):

God is only one God, and far from His glory is it to have a
son. To Him belongs all that is in the heavens and in the
earth, and sufficient is God as a guardian. The Messiah will
not disdain lo be God's servant, nor will the favored angels.
Whoever disdains io serve Him and is proud [should remem-
ber] He will gather them all to Himself.

The use of the future tense with reference to the Mes-
sizh suggests that this is an allusion to his return to
earth as God’s servant at the end of ime, when God will
gather all resurrected beings to judge them. Between
the north and west sides, these Christological verses
are followed by a venerating supplication that God
bless Jesus, a paraphrase of the words he miraculously
uttered from the cradle enshrined within the precinct
itself (“Peace be upon me the day T was born, and
the day I die, and the day I will be raised up alive,”
Qur’an 19:33), and a verse (Qur’an 19:34-36) in which
he humbly affirms his submission to the one God:"

O God, hless Your messenger and servant Jesus, son of
Mary. Peace be upon him on the day he was born, the
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day he dies, and the day he will be raised up alive. That
is Jesus, son of Mary, a word of truth about which they doubt.
It is not for God to take a son onto Him. Glory be to Him.
When He decrees a thing, He only says “Be” and it is. [Jesus
said] God is my Lord and your Lord; thevefore serve Him. This
is the straight path (sirdt al-mustaqim).

In the Qur’an, the imperative “Be,” by means of which
God creates everything, also applies to the resurrection
at the end of time, when the same divine command
will bring about a second creation during which Jesus,
whom God has raised “up to Himself,” will not only
die and be resurrected with the rest of all created
beings but will furthermore act as 2 “witness against”
the misguided among the People of the Book (Quran
4:156-59). Therefore, one “sign (or knowledge) of the
Hour” (Qur’an 43:61) is the return of the Qur’anic
Jesus (prior to his death and resurrection), who, as the
expected Messiah, has an eschatological identity like
that of the Prophet Muhammad, the last messenger
sent before the approaching end of time. According
to an apologetic Greek text entitled Doctrina Jucobi
(ca. 634-47), the “false prophet of the Saracens” pro-
claimed the imminent return of the anointed Messiah,
Jesus, and said that he himself possessed the “keys to
paradise.” Moreover, sources report that the Prophet
reverently preserved only the images of Jesus and his
mother within the Ka‘ba, effacing other painted rep-
resentations, which depicted Abraham holding divina-
tion arrows, as well as prophets, angels, and trees.'"™
Hence, it is not surprising that Jesus occupies such
a prominent position in the epigraphic program of
the Dome of the Rock. It is also no coincidence that
the passage alluding to his return at the end of time
appears on the northeast side of the arcade, coupled
with the reference to the Prophet Muhammad’s hoped-
for intercession on its outer face.

The inscription band terminates on the west and
southwest sides with verses testifying to the oneness of
God, in whose sight the true religion is “Islam” (sub-
mission to Him alone), and yet another warning about
the final judgment (Qur'an 3:18-19):

God (Himself), His angels, and those possessing knowledge
and upholding justice bear witness that there is no god bul
He. There is no god but He, the Almighty, the All-Wise. The
religion with God is Submission (al-islam). Those who were
given the Book did not dissent except after knowledge came o
them, when they became envious of each other; and whosoever
disbelieves in God’s signs [should remember that] He is
swift at the reckoning.
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Fig. 12, 2 and b. Dome of the Rock, arch spandrels on the inner face of the octagonal arcade: a. east and b. southeast. (Photo:
© Said Nuseibeh Photography, www. studiosaid.com)
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This attestation of the first part of the shahada by “wise
men upholding justice” can be read as an oblique
allusion to God's caliph and his deputies, who are
the earthly guardians of Islam, the true universal reli-
gion.

Like ‘Abd al-Malik’s inscriptions on the Dome of the
Rock, the mosaics, with their aniconic pictorial repre-
sentations against an ethereal gold background, par-
ticipate in the exaltation of God’s glory and supreme
sovereignty by evoking a paradisiacal landscape crowned
with a refulgent dome (figs. 5, 8, and 9). It is not pos-
sible to reconstruct the decorative program of the
external mosaics, or of the periodically renewed gilded
wooden paneling of the dome and ambulatory ceil-
ings. The internal mosaics sheathe the double-tiered
drum under the dome and the upper zones of the
octagonal and circular arcades, which are raised on
columns with Corinthian capitals and on marble-pan-
eled piers. The spatial progression towards the Rock
1s visually heightened by distinctive types of motifs on
each of the concentric mosaic surfaces, characterized
by a sense of unity within variety.'

The outermost surface along the external face of
the octagonal arcade creates the illusion of an other-
worldly orchard with a row of composite trees whose
trunks are flanked by lateral stems laden with a super-
abundance of variegated fruits, palmettes, floral buds,
and blossoms. Notably different, and seemingly defer-
ential, is the treatment of trees on the southeast side,
below the foundation inscription; instead of green
trunks, they grow from vertical supports composed
of superimposed jewelry motifs (fig. 11, a and b).'¥’
Other variations in the mosaic revetments may also
have been intended as subtle visual markers. The sec-
ond mosaic-covered surface is the inner face of the
octagonal arcade, more luxuriously decorated with
bejeweled vegetation (fig. 12, a and b). The upper
sections of its piers feature bifurcated vine scrolls with
fruits issuing from lush acanthus leaves, sometinmes
bound together with diadems and rings. Its spandrels
are ornamented with fruit-bearing scrolls, plants, and
cornucopias growing from variegated vessels, each sur-
mounted by a central almond-shaped bud and fused
with extravagant pieces of jewelry—crowns, tiaras, neck-
laces, bracelets, pendants, and earrings. The decora-
tions of the pier flanks have similar composite motifs
or naturalistically rendered trees.'™®

The third mosaic-covered surface, on the outer face
of the circular arcade, also differentiates compositions
used on piers from those of the spandrels (figs. 8 and
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13). These are in general dominated by scrolls emerg-
g from acanthus leaves, vases, or a combination of
both. The spiralling vine scrolls of the spandrels, which
feature central vertical stems with superimposed gem-
studded forms, spread evenly across the arcades, giv-
ing the impression of a continuous belt around the
Rock. As Grabar observes, the two-tiered drum mosa-
ics with their gold background provide “a forceful
luminosity to the center of the building,” while the
darker ambulatories, dominated by blue-green vege-
tation, create a “mysterious, shadowy ring around the
light in the middle.”’™ The scrolls sprouting from reg-
ularly spaced vases on the lower register of the drum
form a unified surface above the circular arcade. The
central vertical stems issuing from each vase are made
up of superimposed roundels and niches, each topped
by an almond-shaped bud containing a crown and
flanked by two wings (figs. 10 and 14)."" Variants of
the same design alternate with windows on the heav-
ily renovated and, as a result, somewhat incoherent
upper register of the drum (fig. 9).

The crowns with winged motifs have been inter-
preted as abstractions of crowned angels, connected
to paradisiacal and eschatological themes, or as an-
iconic evocations of the cherubim in the Holy of
Holies, enshrining the Divine Presence at Solomon'’s
Temple and thereby providing a suitable ambience
for the future descent of the divine Throne."' Under
the radiant dome inscribed with the Throne Verse,
these elusive motifs not only consecrate the Rock but
also resonate with the overarching theme of God’s
supreme sovereignty over the heavens and the earth.
Coupled with buds incorporating crowns, the paired
“Sasanian wings” densely clustered on both tiers of the
drum may therefore connote the concept of “glory”
(khwarna), a simultaneously royal and divine attribute
associated with majesty, splendor, and luminosity.'?
It is also worth speculating whether the “angel wings”
and jewelry-laden trees carry memories of the Ka‘ba's
former decorative program, motifs now adapted to glo-
rify the one God’s eternal kingdom. The “tree cult”
of the Arabs involved the votive offering of fine gar-
ments and women'’s jewelry to venerated trees; Mec-
can idols, too, were ornamented with necklaces and
earrings.'®

The multivalent mosaic representations lend them-
selves to a variety of readings interanimated by the
surrounding complex and the accompanying inscrip-
tions. The repetitive non-narrative images, in turn, visu-
ally activate the hermeneutic potential of juxtaposed
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Fig. 13. Dome of the Rock, circular arcade, mosaic panel on
the southwest pier. (Photo: GRABAR, Oleg; The Shape of the
Holy. © 1996 Princelon University Press. Reprinted by permis-
sion of Princeton University Press)

Fig 14, Dome of the Rock, lower drum mosaic panel with Ayyu-
bid inscription band. (Photo: © Said Nuseibeh Photography,
wivw. studiosaid.com)

Qur’anic passages, which form a paratactic mon-
tage punctuated by equally repetitive litanies and
invocations. As a seductive mode of visual exegesis
that engages the mind and eye in an open-ended
way, the evocative mosajcs also carry the potential to
conjure up traditions in praise of Jerusalem, and of
Qur’anic passages not included in the inscriptions,
such as those alluding to the garden of refuge near
“the lote tree of the utmost boundary” beneath the
divine Throne, personally witnessed by the Prophet
(Qur'an 53:14-15); the day when “Paradise shall be
brought near” (Qur’an 81:13); the “sovereignty” that
will be God’s during the Last Judgment (Qur’an 22:56;
6:73); or the “bliss and great sovereignty” to be “seen”
by those admitted into the promised eternal gardens
(Qur’an 76:20). The eschatological literature that
evolved in post-Umayyad times supplied additional
details, describing multitiered celestial gardens with
bejeweled trees beneath the canopy of the divine
Throne and the blissful denizens of Paradise wearing
jewelry, bracelets, and crowns.'%*

In his earliest article on the Dome of the Rock,
Grabar observed that the jewelry motifs and crowns
represented on the mosaics recall votive offerings
made to shrines. Among votive offerings that a pil-
grim from Piacenza saw around 570 inside the tomb
of Christ (the Anastasis Rotunda), were “ornaments
in vast numbers, which hang from iron rods: armlets,
bracelets, necklaces, rings, tiaras, plaited girdles, belts,
emperor’s crowns of gold and precious stones, and
the insignia of an empress.”'® Grabar noted that the
caliphs donated to the Ka'ba comparable votive gifts,
including such royal objects as jewel-encrusted cres-
cents, necklaces, cups, crowns, and even thrones. At
the time of “Abd al-Malik, votive objects suspended on
a chain from the cupola of the Dome of the Rock are
said to have comprised the priceless Yatima pearl, the
horns of Abraham’s ram, and the crown of the Sasanian
kings (1aj kisra), all of which were sent to the Ka’ba
when the Abbasids took over the caliphate.’®

It is reported that the counter-caliph Ibn al-Zubayr
belittled his rival by criticizing the royal magnificence
of his constructions in Jerusalem, which imitated the
“palace of the king of Persia,” as did Mu‘awiya's Khadra’
Palace (qubbat al-khadrd’), the caliphal residence in
Damascus thought to have featured a “dome of heaven,”
which ‘Abd al-Malik bought and refurbished as his
own palatial complex. The imperial iconography of
the Dome of the Rock, which creatively transforms
late antique models into an original idiom, under-
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scores the parallelism between the eternal heavenly
kingdom and its earthly counterpart entrusted to the
caliph. The distinctive mosaics on the soffits of its
octagonal arcade, depicting naturalistic fruits, stalks
of wheat, and other symbols of earthly abundance,
have been read as allusions to the holy land blessed
by God, the epicenter of which was the Rock in Jeru-
salem. These images of abundance recall the eulogies
of poets who praise the Marwanid caliphs’ power to
restore the earth’s fertility by bringing rain. In an ode
celebrating ‘Abd al-Malik’s divinely sanctioned victory
over Ibn al-Zubayr in 692, for instance, the poet lau-
reate al-Akhtal refers to him as “the Caliph of God
through whom men pray for rain.” Marwanid caliphs
personally led the prayers for rain (salat alistisqd’), a
ritual for which the stone minbar abutting the south-
ern staircase of the Haram'’s raised platform was used
in Mamluk and Ottoman times (fig. 3[24]).'%

The reflexivity between the celestial and terrestrial
realms is a recurrent theme of traditions in praise
of Jerusalem, which identify the Rock as one of the
“roofs” of the earthly gardens of Paradise and the
“nearest throne of God,” marking the omphalos directly
beneath the divine Throne."™ The sanctity emanating
from the Rock spread in concentric circles to the Syr-
ian domains of the Umayyad caliphs, encompassing
their capital, Damascus—a cosmological conception
promoted by Mu‘awiya and accentuated by ‘Abd al-
Malik’'s Dome of the Rock. The currency of this con-
ception after the demise of the Marwanid caliphate is
captured by the following words of al-Kala‘i, a native
of Syria who died in Abbasid Jerusalem around 770:
“The holiest part of the earth is Syria; the holiest part
of Syria is Palestine; the holiest part of Palestine is
Jerusalem; the holiest part of Jerusalem is the moun-
tain (Mount Moriah); the holiest part of the moun-
tain is the mosque (almasjid); and the holiest part of
the mosque is the dome (al-qubba).”'*

The architecture, inscriptions, and mosaic decora-
tions of the Dome of the Rock reverberate with notions
of sanctitity and genius loci (sense of place) dissemi-
nated in fada’il traditions that preceded and succeeded
its construction. Intimately connected with ‘Abd al-
Malik’s vision of sacral kingship and his state building
project, which consolidated Islam as the hegemonic
religion of an expanding empire rooted in late antique
traditions, the liminal spatiality of the Dome of the
Rock blurred the temporal boundaries between the
past, the present, and the eschatological future. The
Crusaders appropriately renamed it Templum Domini
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(Temple of the Lord), in keeping with its original con-
ceptualization as a “House of God,” while designating
the Agsa Mosque the Templum Solomonis (Temple of
Solomon). By integrating the Dome of the Rock into
their religious and royal rituals, including their cor-
onation ceremonies, the crusader kings of Jerusalem
acknowledged its role in mediating between terres-
trial and celestial kingship.'”

When the Ayyubid ruler Salah al-Din reclaimed
Jerusalem in 1187, following nearly nine decades of
Frankish rule, the Haram complex was “purified” with
rosewater and resanctified with new layers of mean-
ing that championed the restoration of Sunni Islam
under the tutelage of the late Abbasid caliphs. In a
well-known sermon delivered during the first Friday
prayer held at the Agsa Mosque, Salah al-Din’s preacher
cited fada’il traditions identifying the sanctuary as the
site of the Prophet’s Night Journey-cum-Ascension, the
first qibla, and the gathering of humankind on Judg-
ment Day. He defined the sanctuary’s official status in
terms of three honorary epithets, in descending hier-
archical order, which would continue to have currency
under Mamluk and Ottoman rule: “the first of the
two qiblas” (@la al-giblatayn, i.e., Jerusalem followed
by Mecca); “the second of the two places of worship
[created on earth]” (thani al-masjidayn, i.e., Mecca fol-
lowed by Jerusalem); and “the third [place of pilgrim-
age] after the two Harams” (thalith al-haramayn, i.e.,
Mecca and Medina followed by Jerusalem).'”

The association of the Dome of the Rock with
caliphal authority was no longer a central theme in
the renovation projects of the Ayyubid and Mamluk
rulers of Jerusalem, which primarily emphasized the
re-Islamization of the Haram, only recently recovered
from the Crusaders. The Ayyubids and the Mamluk sul-
tans who succeeded them held no claims to caliphal
status, for they derived their legitimacy as protectors of
Sunni Islam from the last descendants of the Abbasid
caliphs, who were initially based in Baghdad and sub-
sequently housed in Mamluk Cairo. The Ayyubids and
Mamluks focused on rebuilding the commemorative
structures of the Haram that had been damaged or
destroyed during the Crusader occupation. They peri-
odically repaired the Dome of the Rock and Aqgsa
Mosque, and also added an impressive outer belt of
madrasas and khanqahs abutting the Haram’s north-
ern and western perimeter.'” We shall see in the next
section that the latent caliphal theme would resurface,
along with the amplification of Davidic-Solomonic and
eschatological associations, during Sultan Stleyman’s
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tenovation campaigns at the Haram al-Sharif, which
particularly privileged the Dome of the Rock and the
ome of the Chain. Unlike their Mamluk predecessors,
the Ottoman administrators who left their personal
marks on the precinct concentrated their relatvely
modest building activities on and around the pres-
ligious central platform, rebuilding its minor domes
and adding cells (hujra, khalwa) for resident dervishes
and ascetics to its northern and western edges (fig. 6).
l'ogether with the city’s new charitable hospices and
khanqahs, these constructions turned the Haram com-
plex into, in Evliya Celebi’s words, a veritable “qibla”
and a “Ka‘ba” of dervishes.'™

IT. THE VISUAL AND VERBAL GLOSSES OF
SULTAN SULEYMAN’S RENOVATIONS

Selim I's conquest of Syria-Palestine from the Mamluks
in 1516, shortly after his victory over the Safavids,
brought the Haram al-Sharif under Ottoman protec-
tion. During his subsequent campaign to Egypt, the
sultan left his army camp with a small retinue of inti-
mate companions for a brief pilgrimage to Jerusalem,
where he distributed alms and donations to win over
the hearts of its residents. He performed the commu-
nal ritual prayers at the Aqsa Mosque and the Dome
of the Rock, a masjid reserved for the Hanafi rite
both by the Mamluks and by their Ottoman succes-
sors, in additon to touring “all the visitation places”
(mevazi‘-i ziyarat) (fig. 15). Later on, the sultan per-
formed another pilgrimage with his retinue to the
sanctuary in Hebron. Both pilgrimages were followed
by abundant rain, interpreted in contemporary sources
as an auspicious sign, that facilitated Selim’s formi-
dable march through the Sinai desert and conquest of
Egypt in 1517, which terminated the Mamluk sultanate
along with the legitimizing line of Abbasid caliphs
stationed in Cairo.'™

Once the vassal Sharifs of Mecca recognized his rule,
the sultan, as the new “Servitor of the Two Harams”
(khadim al-haramayn al-sharifayn), took the two holy
sanctuaries in Mecca and Medina under his protec-
don. Constituting a prelude to the fall of the Mamluk
sultanate, the annexation of Syria-Palestine was hailed
in texts written for Selim and for his son and successor
Stleyman, as a divinely willed supernatural event. It
had allegedly been prophesied in an apocryphal book
of divination attributed to the Andalusian Sufi Ibn
al-‘Arabi (d. 1210), which identified the Ottomans as

the last world emperors, whose messianic renewal of
religion and justice. would usher in the end of time.'™
Both Selim and Sileyman attempted to justify their
rule over the former Mamluk territories by delegid-
mizing their predecessors as a tyrannical foreign caste
of Circassians whose oppressive taxes and customary
laws were abolished under their own regime of justice,
heralding a new age of “peace and security.”'”

An early example of this ideological discourse
appears in the preamble of Silleyman’s law code for
Egypt. Issued in 1525 after the suppression of a revolt,
it celebrates the extirpation of the tyranny of the Cir-
cassian “tribe” (1@’ife) with the inauguration of just
dynastic law (kanin) based on Qur’anic prescriptions,
as well as on the shari‘a, which comprises the sunna of
the Prophet. The law code starts with a declaration of
the divine source of Suleyman’s authority, as guided
by God, the “Beneficient One, who is established on
the Throne” (Qur’an 16:5), and by His revelation to
the Prophet, who ascended beyond the seven climes
of the heavens. The intervening voice of the sultan
utters grateful praises of God, who has

nade the royal falcon of the imperial tent of my soaring
caliphate (sahbaz-i getr-i hKimayin hima-i pervaz-i hilafeivim)
reach the pinnacle of the dome of heaven through the
assistance of holy victories, and who, with the 2bundance
of His endless grace and in accordance with His words
“Obcey the messenger and thosec amang you charged with
authority” (Qur'an 4:59), has bound my imperial com-
mands and prohibitions, and the reverberations of my
fame, to the tongucs of well-tempered swords and (o the
pens of my [elicitous deputies.

Saleyman is glorified as the foremost among the rulers
of the House of Osman, who over the generations have
strengthened the foundations of religion by firmly
welding it with the “lead of kaniins.” He is portrayed as
the new David and Solomon, the messianic “emperor
of the age” (hairei-i hildayegan-i zaman), whose saintly
person, embodying all the virtues of the prophets
and saints, combines temporal with spiritual sover-
eignty in his capacity as divinely appointed universal
emperor and “caliph of the Glorious Lord” (halife:
Rabb-i Celil).'”

This rhetoric resonates strikingly with the Marwanid
concept of God’s caliphate, as does the accompany-
ing vision of a world empire expanding further east
and west. The sultan’s claim to universal rulership
echoes a letter written to “Abd al-Malik by the head
of the Armenian Church (ca. 700), which addresses
him as “the world conqueror of the universe.”'” The
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persistent emphasis of the Sileymanic imperial pro-
gram on his “legislative persona,” aiming to perfectly
harmonize sacred and secular forms of law (shari‘a
and kanun), has been interpreted by Cornell Fleischer
as “an apocalyptic gesture” announcing the sultan’s
identity as the long-awaited messianic ruler of the
tenth and last century of the Muslim era, who would
revive the glory of Islam and fill the world with justice
before the end of time. Sileyman’s image as last world
emperor and messianic renewer of religion and justice
evolved in the early decades of his reign, culminating
in the codification of the elderly caliph-sultan’s ideal
of pious sobriety and legalistic rectitude.'™ The con-
ceptualization of a God-willed universal sovereignty,
endowed with eschatological significance, took shape
in the context of Siileyman’s rivalry with the Habsburg
emperor Charles V (r. 1519-58) in the west, and with
the Safavid shah Tahmasp I (r. 1524-76) in the east.

Its final formulation crystallized in the religio-legal
discourses of the renowned Hanafi jurist Ebussu‘ud
(d. 1574), who was appointed grand mufti in 1545 and
became the sultan’s trusted confidant during the last
two decades of his reign.

As the supreme head of the judicial hierarchy,
Ebussu‘ud not only reconciled secular and religious
laws, but also promoted his patron’s public image as
“Caliph of God on earth,” with all its attendant impli-
cations for universal sovereignty. He proclaimed this
notion through the honorific titles he accorded Stiley-
man in the dedicatory prefaces of Ottoman Turkish
and Arabic texts that circulated among the empire’s lit-
erate elite, and through monumental epigraphy, most
notably the foundation inscription of the Siileymaniye
Mosque in Istanbul (discussed below), which he com-
posed in 964 (1557)."" This grandiose mosque com-
plex was built between 1548 and 1559, just around the

KEY FOR FIG. 15

Based on information provided by the son of the Shaykh of the Haram during a guided tour in 1865 (Ordnance Survey of

Jerusalem, 35-36, and handwritten notes by Dr. Sandreczki).

GATES

(North): Gatc of Paradisc (bab aljanna); (west) Western Gate
(bab al-gharbi); (south) Qibla Gate (bab algiblz); (east) Gaic
of the Prophet David (bab al-nabi dawud)

CAVE

A. Gate of the Cave (bab al-maghara); B. Tonguc of the Rock
(lisan al-sakhra); C. Solomon’s Mihrab (mihrab sulayman) with
nearby impression ol the Prophet’s head forming a small cavity
in the Rock above (mahall ra’s al-nabi); D. Pierced Hole of the
Rock, through which the Prophet is said Lo have ascended;
E. Sation of al-Khidr (magam al-khidr); F. Station of Abraham
(maqam al-khalil); G. David’'s Mihrab (mifirab dawad); H. Well
ol the Spirits (67'r al-arwah) above the hollow beneath the
floor.

DOME OF THE ROCK

1. Paving Stone ol Paradise (balata al-janna) with Tomb of
Solomon underneath (gabr sulayman)

2. Marble screen with arcade of “mihrabs” in front ot the Pav-
ing Stone ot Paradise, called Represencation of ‘Ali’s Sword
(taqlid sayf ‘ali) (The Prophel’s sword, inherited by ‘Ali, was
made ol the myrtle of Paradise: see Uri Rubin, “Prophets and
Progenitors in Early Shi‘a Tradidon,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic
and Islam 1 [1979]: 47.)

3. Qibla of the Prophets (¢ibla al-anbiya), a mihrab recess cut
on the northeast corner of the Rock

4. Footprint of our Lord Enoch (gadam sayyidna idris) on
the eastern side of the Rock, a slight hollow on the marble
pavement

5. Pierced Hole of the Rock

6. Tongue of the Rock (lsan alsakhra), a protruding point
above the inner entrance of the cave

7. Gate of the Cave (bab al-maghara)

8. Tribune of Muczzins

9. Pomegranates of the Prophet David (rumman al-nabi dawud),
made by his own hand

10. Relic of the Banners of ‘Umar (sanjag “umar), carried hefore
him when he conquered Jerusalem, covered with cases

11. Saddle ol al-Buraq (sarj al-burag), close io the Prophet's
Footpring, within the wooden railing surrounding the Rock
12. Footprint of the Prophet {gadam muhammad) at the south-
west corner of the Rock, where his [oot last touched earth on
his heavenward journey

13. Handprint of our Lord Gabriel (kaff sayyidna jabra’il) on
the west side of the Rock, where the angel seized the Rock and
held it down by force as it was rising with the Prophet

14. Buckler of our Lord Hamza (turs sayyidna hamza), Lhe
Prophet’s uncle’s polished shield, ornamented with birds,
peacocks, and animals in relief, enclosed in an open wooden
case with the shield's front wrned to the wall so as to hide
the figures

15. Hanali Mihrab (mikrab al-hanafi)
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Fig. 15. Plan of the Dome of the Rock, with the Rock and cave shown in plan, elevation, and section; added numerals and
letters correspond o the key on the opposite page. (Aflter Wilson, Ordnance Survey of Jerusalem, pl. 2. Courtesy of the Fine
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time the sultan’s tile revetments transformed the Dome
of the Rock with an external decorative skin bearing
powerful inscriptions dated 952 (1545-46) and 959
(1551-52). The subsequent recladding of the Dome
of the Chain with tiles in 969 (1561-62), followed by
the refitting of the Dome of the Rock’s four gates
with bronze-plated wooden doors in 972 (1564-65),
marked the last stages of Stileyman’s refurbishment of
the Haram al-Sharif. Primarily focusing on the raised
platform of the precinct, these successive renovation
projects had been initiated in 935 (1528-29) with
the installation of a new set of stained glass windows
around the octagonal walls of the Dome of the Rock,
the Qur'anic quotations of which I shall interpret in
the next section, along with the sultan’s other religious
inscriptions superimposed on the building’s palimp-
sestous surfaces.'¥! Before turning to these Qur’anic
texts, however, let us take a look at the public image
that Stileyman constructed by means of Arabic histor-
ical inscriptions in Jerusalem and its Haram.

The honorific titles inscribed on the Dome of the
Rock’s stained glass windows articulate the sultan’s aspi-
ration for universal sovereignty without referring to his
claim to caliphal status, which appears in later inscrip-
tdons (fig. 16). The completion date of these windows
coincides with Slileyman’s first siege of Vienna and
the retaking of Buda in 1529, which followed a daz-
zling series of victories in the west—Belgrade in 1521,
Rhodes in 1522, and Buda in 1526."* The windows
may therefore have been a votive offering to obtain
divine aid for his forthcoming campaign against the
Habsburg emperor, who was then preparing a crusade
with the aim of conquering Constantinople and lib-
erating Jerusalem. The windows’ epigraphic program
has recently been reconstructed on the basis of frag-
mentary remains and lost inscriptions recorded in the
nineteenth century.' The historical texts imploring
God’s support for the sultan and his armies acknowl-
edge that the building provides direct access to divine
benevolence: “O God, aid and sustain the armies of
the Muslims by prolonging the days of our master,
the sultan, the possessor of the necks of the nations
(malik rigab al-umam), the sultan Sileyman, son of
Sultan Selim Khan, son of Bayezid.” Another window
inscription refers to the patron as “our master, the
sultan, the great king and the honored khaqan, the
possessor of the necks of the nations, the sultan of
the Arabs and Persians, Sultan Siileyman, son of Sul-
tan Selim Khan, son of Bayezid.”'®

Fig. 16. Dome of the Rock, stained glass window inscribed
Sileyman bin es-Sultan Selim Han bin Bayezid, on (he south-
west wall of the octagon. (After de Vogié, Temple de Jérusalem,
pl. 26)

Preliminary research in the kadi court records (szzil)
of Jerusalem has uncovered new information about
Siileyman’s construction activities, including refer-
ences to restoration work carried out on the Agsa
Mosque and the Haram in 1530.' A now-lost inscrip-
tion on a stained glass window of the Agsa Mosque
referred to the sultan’s order to restore “the Noble
Haram” and to renew its “affairs” (masalih), but pro-
vided a date two decades after his death. It has been
proposed that this date, 996 (1587), should be cor-
rected to 936 (1529-30) under the assumption that
Saleyman installed new windows at the Aqsa Mosque
that year, after the ones made for the Dome of the
Rock had been completed. Although some windows
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scem to have been added to the mosque, the inscrip-
tion refers to a more comprehensive restoration of the
precinct as a whole."™ Among the sultan’s early proj-
ccts, the Jerusalem court records also document the
renovation in 1530 of the aqueduct that would supply
water to the city’s public fountains as well as those of
the Haram, followed by the rebuilding of the citadel
known as the Tower of David in 1531-32."%7

Stlleyman’s construction projects in Jerusalem are
generally associated with his self-conscious cultivation
of a Solomonic image, as attested by two early inscrip-
tions identifying him as the “second Solomon.”** How-
ever, the wider implications of these projects, through
which the sultan linked himself with the early Islamic
tradition of caliphal patronage, have not been inter-
preted in light of the religious component of Ottoman
dynastic ideology."™ Some of Silleyman’s inscriptions
in Jerusalem hint at his conviction about the eschato-
logical role he was destined to play during the last age
of human history. This belief may have been among
his reasons for focusing so intensely on the renewal of
the city and its holy sanctuary; the final stage of the
divine plan was to be preceded by the restoration of
Jerusalem, one of the “signs of the Hour” mentioned
in Umayyad and Ottoman apocalyptic texts predict-
ing the successive fall of Constantinople and Rome.'"
Such a conviction is strongly implied by the sultan’s
inscription on the outer gate of the citadel, dated 938
(1531-32), which was renovated on the eve of another
major campaign in central Europe against Charles V,
who had just been crowned Holy Roman Emperor by
the pope. Counting “King of Jerusalem” among his
ttles, the emperor had recently announced his plan
to lead a crusade against the Ottomans to ensure
“universal peace” and unity in Christendom."! The
inscription on the citadel’s outer gate asserts Suley-
man’s own claim to universal sovereignty, which also
found expression in the tiara-like helmet with four
superimposed crowns that was displayed during his
campaign against the emperor and pope in 1532. The
text ends with a remarkable prayer for the perpetu-
ation of the sultan’s life as long as the Dome of the
Rock endures, namely, until the Last Day, when it will
be replaced by the divine Throne perched above the
primordial Rock:

The order to restore this noble fortress was given by the
great sultan and the magnanimous khagan, the possessor
of the necks of the nations, the patron of the people of
the sword and the pen, the servitor of the Two Harams
and the Most Holy Precinct [in Jerusalem] (al-bug e

al-agdasiyya), may God sanctify the blessed souls of his
lorelathers, the source of security, and faith, and safety,
the sultan, son of [the House of] Osman, the second
Solomon, may God prolong his existence as long as [che
duration of] the dome over the Rock (ma dama al-qubba
‘ala al-sakhra)!'®?

The only other surviving inscription in Jerusalem that
includes the sultan’s Solomonic title appears on Kasim
Pasha’s fountain, inside the Haram (fig. 3[38]). Dated
933 (1527), it refers to the universal monarch as “our
master, the great sultan, the second Solomon in world
sovereignty (thani Sulayman fi mulk al-‘alam), son of
Sultan Selim Khan, the amir of the amirs of the Arabs
and the Persians.”'” Suleyman subsequently renovated
the Pools of Solomon and the aqueduct for the water
channel of his own charitable fountains, which he
built in 943 (1536-37). Several of these fountains are
situated outside the Haram gates, and one is attached
to a “blessed mihrab” inside the northern edge of the
precinct, near the Gate of Darkness (bab al-‘atm) (fig.
3[34]). The repetitive inscriptions of these “blessed
fountains” (al-sabil al-mubarak) once again ask God to
perpetuate the reign of Suleyman, adding the Otto-
mans to the ruler’s list of multinational subjects: “the
sultan of the Ottomans (alrim), the Arabs, and the
Persians.”'™ The inscription on the fountain outside
the Gate of the Chain (bab alsilsila), also called the
Gate of the Law Court (bab al-mahkama) in reference to
the nearby shari‘a court (mahkama), additionally begs
God to let the sultan’s “justice and beneficence” endure
(fig. 3[1]). This fountain and its companion outside
the Gate of the Cotton Merchants (bab al-gattanin)
feature extra titles exaltdng their patron as “the glory
of Islam and the Muslims, the shadow of God in the
universe, and the protector of the Two Noble Harams
(‘i2z alislam wa “Fmuslimin, zill Allah fi °l-"alamin, hami
al-haramayn al-sharifayn).”'™

Sileyman thereafter ordered the rebuilding of Jeru-
salem’s walls, which had remained in 2 dilapidated
state for nearly three centuries, since the Ayyubids
had demolished them in order to prevent the Chris-
tians from reoccupying the city. Dated to between the
years 944 and 947 (1537 and 1541) by their inscrip-
tions, these “blessed walls” (alsiiyr al-mubarak) com-
plemented the sultan’s fortification projects around
Mecca and Medina, literally and symbolically bringing
the third holy city of Islam under Siileyman’s protec-
tion.'*® Documents in the Jerusalem sijill records have
shown that the construction overseer (al-amin) of the
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waterworks and the city walls was a royal tax collec-
tor, the painter-decorator called Muhammad Celebi
al-Naqqash. He is referred to in an Ottoman Turk-
ish document as “the construction overseer (emin)
known as Nakkas Mehmed,” who was responsible for
the building project of the sultan’s water channel and
for establishing its waqfs."” We learn from the sijills
of Jerusalem that between 1537 and 1541 he directed
some of the funds reserved for the city walls to ongo-
ing renovations at the Haram—300 gold coins “for
the gilding of the [dome] finial of the Dome of the
Rock,” and 100 gold coins for the Agsa Mosque.'"® The
dome may have been restored prior to the creation of
its gilded finial; an illustrated Persian guidebook for
pilgrims, written in 968 (1560-61) mentions an order
by Stleyman to renovate the dome surrounded by win-
dows over the Rock when the city walls were being
constructed.™ It was also around that time that the
governor of Jerusalem and Gaza, Mehmed Beg, used
his own funds to refurbish the “blessed” Red Mihrab
bearing an inscription dated 945 (1538-39) and now
located on the floor of the Prophet's Dome (qubbat
al-nabi), which seems to have been built over it later
on (fig. 3(26]).%

During a formal shari‘a court session held in 948
(1541-42) at the Dome of the Chain, Muhammad al-
Naqqash testified that he had endowed the completed
aqueduct and nine sabzls in the sultan’s name.?”' In 950
(1543-44), two years before the Dome of the Rock’s
drum was refaced with external tile revetments, he is
mentioned in a2 document as “the construction over-
seer of the Haram of the exalted Rock” (alamin ‘ali
haram al-sakhra al-musharrafa), that is, of the raised
platform.*® This otherwise unknown painter-deco-
rator, who died in 1549, must therefore have played
a prominent role in the design process not only of
Jerusalem’s city walls and fountains but also of the
Dome of the Rock’s tile revetment program (fig. 17,
a and b).** After the tiling of the drum, that of the
octagon was completed in 959 (1551-52), the date
provided on the sultan’s tilework foundation jnscrip-
tion at the building’s north gate, to which we shall
return. I have found a confirmation of that date in
the unpublished chronicle of Mustafa ‘Ali, which lists
the renovation of the Dome of the Rock among Sul-
tan Stleyman’s major building projects. The passage
suggests that the project involved more than external
tile revetments, and perhaps included the renewal of
marble revetments as well: “In Jerusalem the Noble,
the interior and exterior of the exalted Rock of God

(sahratu’llah-t miserrefe) was [re]built with the installa-
tion of tiles (kasi) and its construction reached com-
pletion in 959.”%

This was, indeed, the “master stroke” of the sultan’s
building activities at the Haram al-Sharif, a tour de
force of unmatched boldness not attempted by previous
rulers, whose restorations had preserved the Umayyad
appearance of the Dome of the Rock. Placing his per-
sonal stamp on the focal point of the pilgrimage com-
plex, the Ottoman sultan visually reclaimed the sanctity
of the Rock in a manner that recalls the precedent set
by ‘Abd al-Malik. This gesture reaffirmed the preem-
inence of the Dome of the Rock within the complex,
captured by its aggrandizing designation in some Otto-
man sources as the “Rock of God” (sahratu’llah), which
not only rhymes with that of the Ka‘ba (ka‘betu llah)
but also echoes the name it was given by the Crusad-
ers: Templum Domini.*” According to Theodore Span-
dounes’ early-sixteenth-century dynastic history, “the
Turks” did not consider the annual Meccan pilgrim-
age complete unless it included “the Temple of Solo-
mon in Jerusalem.” The early Ottoman veneration of
the sanctuary is also attested by pilgrimage accounts
from the fifteenth century, and by Sultan Murad IIs
endowment of Qur’an readerships on his behalf at the
Dome of the Rock in 1430.2 Indeed, the number of
Qur’an manuscripts with appointed readers donated
to the Agqsa Mosque in the Ottoman period makes up
not even a tenth of the total endowed to the Dome of
the Rock, suggesting that, for most donors, the sanc-
tity of the latter exceeded that of the former. Siley-
man'’s personal veneration of the Rock is exemplified
by the four rab‘as of the Qur’an that he donated to
the Dome of the Rock, stipulating that they should be
read there after every morning prayer for the salvation
of his late father’s soul.?”” Unlike Selim, however, he
would not fulfill his professed desire to perform a pil-
grimage to the Haram al-Sharif, despite two recorded
attempts to do so—in 1548 and 1553-54—while he
was residing in Aleppo during consecutive campaigns
against the Safavids.?™

According to Robert Hillenbrand, “since there is no
evidence that the external mosaics which rendered the
building unique had suffered serious damage over the
centuries,” Stuleyman’s glazed tile revetments on the
Dome of the Rock “destroyed something exceptional
in order to replace it by something commonplace—
for by the mid-16th century the major imperial Otto-
man religious buildings were frequently clad in lavish
tilework.” He argues that the interior of the monu-
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ig. 17, a and b. Dome of the Rock, details ol external tile revetments. (Aficr de Vogiié, Temple de Jérusalem, pls. 27, 28)
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Fig. 18. Dome of the Rock, external tile revetments with inscription bands on the drum and octagon. (Photo: Charles &

Josette Lanars/Corbis)

ment was left virtually untouched because it “lacked
the exceptional visibility, and therefore the propa-
ganda potential, of the exterior,” which the sultan
refurbished with a mode of decoration alien to the
local context as a way to “stake a claim for this espe-
cially holy site.”*” The cumulative deterioration of the
external mosaics through exposure to the elements
and as a result of the patchwork repairs recorded in
Mamluk sources should not, however, be underesti-
mated. Moreover, they probably suffered additional
damage in the earthquake of 1545, the year when
the tilework inscription band around the top of the
drum (ending with the date 952 [1545-46]) was exe-
cuted (fig. 18).21

Another earthquake struck precisely at the time
when the octagonal walls of the Dome of the Rock
were being refaced with tiles. According to an impe-
rial decree issued in 1552, Siileyman was informed by
Haydar Kethada, the waqf administrator of his wife
Hiirrem Sultan’s hospice complex in Jerusalem (built
between 1550 and 1557), that the recent earthquake,

which had necessitated repairs at the sanctuary in
Hebron, had also destroyed “some parts of the forti-
fied wall on the east side of the Noble Rock of God.”
The sultan commands the governor of Damascus to
send experts to these sites in order to have cost esti-
mates prepared for their restoration.?' The letters that
Sileyman exchanged with the governors of Damascus,
the sub-governors of Jerusalem (subordinate to the
province of Damascus), and the waqf administrator of
his wife’s hospice suggest that he was well informed
about the renovations at the Haram al-Sharif, which
were undertaken on the basis of written recommen-
dations submitted as petitions by his deputies. Such
a petition may have initiated the decoration of the
Dome of the Chain with tles: a document in the Jeru-
salem siills of 12 April 1562 reports that this domed
edifice was in need of renovation with “gashanz work”
on both its interior and its exterior surfaces, as well as
on the inner face of its mihrab. The tilework inscrip-
tion band above the extant Mamluk mihrab bears the
date 969 (1561-62) .22
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The tile revetments of the Dome of the Rock and
its smaller companion are hardly “commonplace” in
ierms of their decorative program; their complete cov-
rrage of every surface was uncommon in the Ottoman
architectural tradition characterized by sober stone
masonry outer facades. Taking seven years to com-
plete, the sequence of sheathing the Dome of the
Rock’s exterior with tiles moved from top to bottom—
starting with the mosaic tile inscription band below
the dome, continuing with the cuerda seca tiles of the
drum, and ending with the octagon below. The pro-
cess was marked by a transition from cuerda seca to
underglaze tiles that echoed innovations introduced
just around that time in Iznik. John Carswell and
Julian Raby believe these tiles were locally produced
near the Haram under the supervision of a Persian
lilemaker, judging by the signature of ‘Abd Allah al-
‘T'abrizi, the scribe who wrote the 959 (1551-52) foun-
dation inscription of the north gate, and who may have
iashioned the tilework as well (fig. 19).2"

The tiles covering all surfaces above the marble-
panelled dadoes translate the aesthetic effect of walls
draped in polychrome mosaics into a new medium,
harmonized with the dominant blue, green, and yellow
color scheme of the internal mosaics (figs. 20 and 21).
Grabar has observed that “Silleyman’s teams of archi-
tects and craft masters maintained and strengthened
the effect of light through color that had been part
of the Dome of the Rock since Umayyad times.”*'! By
preserving the interior decorations, with their palimp-
sestic overlay of inscriptions recording the successive
repairs of former rulers, the Ottoman sultan linked
his own refurbishment of this unrivaled monument
with the memories of past dynasties. The foundation
inscription on the outer tympanum tiles of the north
gate expresses his intention to “praise God” by restoring
the original splendor of the building, which had lost
its inidal aesthetic glory due to “defects” (fig. 20):

He has renovated, as an act of praising God, part of
the Dome of the Rock in His Holy House (qad jaddada
bi-hamdihi "llah min qubbat al-sakhra bi-baytihi "'muqaddas),
whose construction and splendor surpasses all, and has
provided resources flowing like water from his pure water-
ing places to quench the thirst of the defects (qusir)
of its agreeable and beautiful edifice, and has made it
morve graceful during the shade of his reign, the greatest
sultan and the most noble khaqan, the middle [largest]
pearl of the necklace of the caliphate by stipulation and
demonsuration (wasitat alkhilafa bi ‘Fnass wa Lburhan),
the (ather of conquest Siitleyman Khan, son ol the sultan

renowned for generosity, the father of victory Selim Khan,
son of the one distinguished by cxcellencies and divine
assistance, the possessor of glories, Sultan Bayezid, son
ol the sultan, the most illustrious warrior of the faith,
Sultan Mehmed, descendant of [the House of] Osman,
may the clouds of blessing pour down on their graves,
and he has brought back to it that ancient splendor
through the supcriority of skilled architects (al-baha’
al-qadim bi-fawiqal hudhdhag al-muhandisin) in the year
959 (1551-52); and they made it in the most beautiful
manner (faja‘aliahu fi ahsan gadr) and ‘Abdallah of Tabriz
was honored to write its inscription.*?

The date refers to the completion of the renovation
project as marked by the installation of vivid polychro-
matic tiles, which are more spectacular than mosaics
when seen from afar. The “skilled architects” who
executed the repairs and installed the tiles may have
been supervised by Muhammad ibn Qasim, who is
mentioned in a document of 21 July 1551 as the “chief
architect” (mi‘mérbasi) in charge of “the tilework” (‘ala
‘amal alkasht).*'® Glorifying Stleyman’s dynastic geneal-
ogy, the inscription boldly proclaims his caliphal status,
much like the 1552 endowment deed of his wife’s
hospice in Jerusalem, the preamble to which identifies
him as the “possessor of the Greatest Imamate” and
the “inheritor of the Greatest Caliphate.”®'” Another
sultanic inscription that asserts Stileyman’s claim to
the caliphate appears on a now-buried fragmentary
marble panel commemorating his construction of a
bastion near the citadel (ca. 1533-38). It refers to the
monarch as the one whom God has specially favored
“to rule the necks of the kings of the world and with
the possession of the throne of the caliphate by merit
(tamalluk sarir al-khilafa bi “listihqaq).”'"®

The Arabic foundatdon inscription of the Stleyma-
niye Mosque in Istanbul, composed by the grand mufti
Ebussu‘ud in 1557, even more emphatically asserts
Suleyman’s secular and divine right to the universal
sultanate and caliphate. Stressing his role as lawgiver,
it refers to him as having “drawn near to [God], the
Lord of Majesty and Omnipotence, the Creator of the
World of Dominion and Sovereignty, [Sultan Siileyman]
made mighty with divine power, the caliph resplen-
dent with divine glory, who performs the command
of the hidden book [i.e., the celestial prototype of the
Qur’an] and executes its decrees in [all] regions of the
inhabited quarter, the conqueror of the lands of the
Orient and Occident with the help of Almighty God
and his victorious army, the possessor of the kingdoms
of the world, shadow of God over all peoples, sultan
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Fig. 19. Dome ol the Rock, north tympanum tiles, detail of foundation inscription with date and signature. (Photo: Garry
Braasch/Corbis)

Fig. 20. Dome of the Rock, north tympanum tiles with foundation inscription. (Photo: John Arnold/Corbis)
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of the sultans of the Arabs and the Persians, promul-
gator of the sultanic law codes, tenth of the Ottoman
khagans...may the line of his sultanate endure until
the end of the line of the ages.”™" The last title also
appears in the Otroman Turkish endowment deed
of Stleyman’s water supply system in Istanbul, reg-
istered in 1565, shortly before his death. This docu-
ment refers to him as “the possessor of the Greatest
Imamate (maliki’l-imameti’l-"uzma)” and “the inheritor
of the Greatest Caliphate (varisi'l-hilafeti’Fkibra),” who
15 the “provider of flowing water in such Muslim cities
as the sacred Jerusalem and the well-protected Con-
stantinople (gostantiniyye), the restorer (miceddid) of
religion and its strengthener in the beginning of the
tenth century [of the Hegira], with the confirmation
of divine support, the tenth and the greatest of the
sultans descending from the exalted Ottoman family,
the most just of all the sultans.”

The tenth and foremost ruler of the House of
Osman thus claims to be the divinely appointed mes-
sianic renewer of religion and justice in the tenth and
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last century of the Muslim era. Siileyman continued
until the end of his life to refurbish the Dome of the
Rock, which marked the future site of the Last Judg-
ment. Just before he died, he further enhanced it
with four pairs of bronze-plated wooden doors; those
installed at the east and west gates bear the date 972
(1564-65), while the south and north gates feature
undated Qur’anic inscriptions.®' Prior to the creation
of these doors, the Dome of the Chain was refaced with
tile revetments. The tilework inscription band above
its mihrab indirectly alludes to Stleyman’s divinely
sanctioned caliphate and his Davidic justice, ending
with a supplication expressing his hope to live until
the end of days:

Basmala. O David, We have appointed you as a viceroy
(khalifa) on earth, cherefore judge between humankind
justly and follow not desire, lest it lead you astray [rom
the path of God” (Qur’an 38:26). God is the speaker of
truth, the Greal, the Generous! He ordered to renew
[with] these tiles (alkashani) the noble sultanic staton

Fig. 21. Dome of the Rock, south tympanum and octagon tile revetments with inscriptions. (Photo: Carmen Rodondo/

Corbis)
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(al-magam al-sharif al-sultani) our master, the sultan
Saleyman, son of Selim, son of Bayezid Khan, may God
prolang his sovereignty and perpetuate his reign undil
the Day of Judgment (yawm almi‘ad, Day ol Promise).
In the ycar 969 (1561-62).22

The same verse, which concludes with a warning about
the awful doom awaiting those who “wander away from
the path of God” and “forget the Day of Reckoning,” is
partially quoted on the sultan’s bronze-plated doors at
the Dome of the Rock’s east gate, named after David in
Ottoman times (fig. 15). Hence, the door inscriptions
make reference to the neighboring Dome of the Chain,
as does ‘Abd al-Malik’s epigraphic bronze plaque on
the same gate (then in situ), alluding to the divine
origin of earthly authority and to the Day of Resur-
rection.””® The parallel between Sultan Stleyman’s
and David’'s appointment as God’s caliph in order
to administer justice is also stressed in contemporary
Ottoman texts. For example, the preface of Ebussu‘ud’s
renowned commentary on the Qur’an, dedicated to
Sileyman in 1566, declares the sultan to be the person
upon whom “God Most High has bestowed the caliph-
ate of the earth” and whom “He has chosen for its
sultanate through its length and breadth.” Ebussu‘ud
likewise greets the sultan as “the caliph of God Most
High on His earth” in a treatise on ritual ablution
written around that time.*** The Dome of the Chain is
identified as “the prophet David’s tribunal (mahkeme)”
by Evliya Celebi, who devoutly offered prayers at its
mihrab.**® Designated by its inscription as a quasi-
sacred royal edifice, the Dome of the Chain was, as we
have seen, occasionally the venue for legal proceedings
of the shari‘a court (adjacent to the Gate of the Law
Court, fig. 3{1]), which were presided over by the
caliph-sultan’s deputies. It is not a coincidence, then,
that the “lawgiver” Stleyman lavished his personal
attention on the renovation of this highly charged
domical edifice, which mediated between the realms
of heavenly and earthly justice.

The “second Solomon,” Stileyman, is frequently also
called a “second David” in contemporary sources. It
is noteworthy that the sultan’s earliest building proj-
ect in Jerusalem was the Mosque of the Prophet David
(masjid al-nabi dawid), which adjoined that prophet’s
revered tomb at the Coenaculum in Mount Zion; an
inscription dated 930 (1524) records the order to
create this masjid by the “sultan of humankind, the
defender of the religion of Islam, the servitor of the
House of the Sacred Precinct [in Jerusalem] (khadim
al-bayt al-haram), and the establisher of justice and

1399

security.”?®” Just around that dme, in 1523, Elijahu
Capsali of Candia completed his Hebrew chronicle,
in which he hails Sultan Siileyman as the emperor of
the last kingdom of world history, which would pre-
cipitate the gathering of the exiles into Jerusalem as
well as the coming of the messiah, who was predicted
to appear in the year 1529-30, an event that Capsali
hoped to witness personally: “He [Suleyman] is the
tenth king [sultan] of the Turks, and the tenth one
shall be holy to the Lord (Leviticus 27:32); in his
days Judah shall be delivered...and a redeemer shall
come to Zion (Isaiah 59:20).” The gradual process
of appropriating the dependencies of Masjid al-Nabi
Dawud from the Fransican monks culminated in the
final expulsion of the order in 1551-52 and the prise
de possession of the venerated complex as a personal
wagf of the Ottoman sultan.”"

Cornell Fleischer has argued that Silleyman’s “legal
innovations were founded on the assumption of extraor-
dinary legislative authority that was the natural con-
comitant of his messianic identity.” The “apocalyptic
content of Siileymanic ideology” was in part derived
from the popular expectation of momentous change
throughout the Mediterranean world; chroniclers often
attributed to the arrival of the millennium his ability
to bring about startling transformations in the Otto-
man order. A chronicle of Sileyman’s reign written
in 1540 by Sena’i, for instance, describes the sover-
eign as “the world emperor and messiah of the last
age” (sahib-kiran ve mehdi-yi ahirii’zzaman). The 1543
rescension of Mevlana Isa’s Ottoman chronicle also
salutes him as the universal ruler and renewer of reli-
gion (miceddid), destined to combine temporal with
spiritual authority in the last age of history. It provides
a list of “signs” pointing to the imminent end of time
and predicts that Sideyman will inaugurate the mil-
lennium in the year 960 (1552-53), either as mahdi-
messiah or as his forerunner.**

The influential court chancellor Mustafa Cela-
Izade, who around that time translated for the sul-
tan a recently written Persian biography of the
Prophet, characterizes Stleyman in similar terms.
In the dedicatory preface of this work, dated 959
(1551-52), the year the Dome of the Rock’s foundaton
inscription was written, Celalzade prays God to make
lofty the edifice of the “world emperor” (sahib-kiran)
Silleyman’s caliphate until the Day of Judgment, affirm-
ing that he is “certainly the messiah of the last age”
(mukarrer mehdiyi abir zamandur).®™ Celalzade refers
to his patron as the “unique possessor of the noblest
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caliphate and sultanate, the servitor of the Two Ven-
crable Harams, and the lord of the Two Great Qiblas
(kadleteyn-i mu‘azzamateyn).” The last epithet captures
the pride the caliph-sultan derived from being the
guardian of both the Jerusalem and the Meccan sanc-
tuaries, the loci of the first and second qiblas of Islam.
The augmented sacralization of the “Rock of God,”
amplified by the visual impact of Stleyman’s resto-
rations, is comparable to its architectural glorifica-
lion by ‘Abd al-Malik. Just like the Marwanid caliphs
who prided themselves on being the lords of the two
“houses™ (bayt) of God in Mecca and Jerusalem, the
Ottoman sultan particularly exalted the Ka‘ba and the
Dome of the Rock in his renovation projects in the
three holiest cities of Islam.?!

Evliya Celebi refers to the Dome of the Rock as the
“Masjid of the Rock of God” (mescid-i sahratu’llah),
where large congregations performed the five daily
prayers in accordance with the Hanafi rite (to which
the Ottomans subscribed), while other madhdhabs were
assigned their own prayer spaces, as in Mamluk times.
He proudly declares that only the Ottoman emperor,
who no doubt is the greatest ruler on the face of the
carth, could be the possessor of the Dome of the
Rock, a world-renowned “House of God” (beytu’llah)
unequalled in its astonishing beauty. He attributes to
the prophetkings David and Solomon the construc-
tion of the grand complex, which continued to be
venerated by Muslims. Pointing out that the Dome
of the Rock was built by ‘Abd al-Malik b. Marwan,
embellished by later rulers as the “former qibla,” and
exquisitely renovated by Sultan Siuleyman, he states
that during his thirty-eight years of travel he has not
encountered anything like this unique building, a ver-
itable replica of the pavilion at the uppermost level
of the eight paradises {(kasr-i ‘illiyyin), resembling the
legendary Khawarnaq palace.??

Evliya’s mid-seventeenth-century description of the
Rock sheds light on popular perceptions of its sanc-
tity in the Ottoman context, as he was given a tour of
the complex by pilgrim guides. He reports that ear-
lier historians have said that both the “Rock of God”
and the Black Stone of the Ka‘ba originated in Para-
dise. He also cites some commentators of the Qur’anic
verse “His are the keys (magalid) of the heavens and
the earth” (Qur’an 42:12) who identified the “Rock
of God” as the second of the “two keys” (mountains)
that God created on earth, the first being the Moun-
tain of ‘Arafat in Mecca, and the second the one in
Jerusalem. The “Rock of God” was therefore vener-

ated from the beginning of creation and served as
the qibla of the “sons of Adam” until the direction of
prayer changed from Jerusalem to Mecca. Evliya says
that it is popularly known as the “suspended rock”
(mu‘allak tas) because it has been hanging in midair
by the power of the Almighty ever since the Prophet
ascended from it to heaven on al-Buraq; at that time
the Rock levitated and begged with its tongue to accom-
pany Muhammad, who in turn replied, “O Rock of
God, remain suspended, by God's permission!”**

As we have seen, a different version of this tradi-
tion appears in Nasir-i Khusraw’s travelogue (1047)
from the late Fatimid period. The Andalusian jurist
Ibn al-‘Arabi (d. 1148), who visited Jerusalem about
half a century later during the Seljuk period, further
elaborated upon the same tradition in his commen-
tary on the Qur’anic verse 24:18, where he mentioned
the Rock and described his encounter with it around
1092-95. His description was then copied in and dis-
seminated by Mamluk texts on Jerusalem from which
Evliya’s account seems to derive.?* Ibn al-‘Arabi refers
to the Rock as “one of God’s wonders” because it stays
aloft by nothing other than what keeps the heavens
from falling onto the earth “except by His permis-
sion.” Ibn al-‘Arabi reports that the Prophet’s foot-
print was imprinted on the Rock’s southern side as
he ascended to heaven with al-Buraq, and that the
Rock leaned in the Prophet’s direction in reverence
to him. On the other side were the fingerprints of
the angels who grasped the Rock when it leaned over
with the Prophet. Both of these commemorative sites
are marked on a plan of the Dome of the Rock made
in 1865, which records the spots revered in it and
its cave during the late Ottoman period (fig. 15[12,
13]). Nasir-i Khusraw’s earlier account refers only to
the footprints of Isaac above the Rock, on which the
Prophet prayed before moving to the Dome of the
Ascension; according to him, it was the Prophet who
held the Rock in place when it rose up to honor him
and then proceeded to the site of his Ascension to
mount on al-Buraq. Ibn al-‘Arabi’s version foreshad-
ows the predominant association of the Rock with
the Ascension of the Prophet in the post-Crusader
era, even though divergent interpretations contin-
ued to prevail. Upon entering the cave underneath
with trepidation, Ibn al-‘Arabi observed that the Rock
was indeed disconnected from the earth, with some
of its parts more detached than others. Quoting this
eyewitness account, the Mamluk historian Mujir al-
Din al-Hanbali explains that the Rock is said to have
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remained hanging between heaven and earth until a
pregnant woman went under it and was so overcome
by fear that she lost her baby. He speculates that the
circular structure constructed around the Rock, so as
to conceal its frightful suspension from human eyes,
must have been created after Ibn al-‘Arabi’s visit.*

According to Evliya, it was one of the caliphs who
had a thin partition wall erected under the Rock so
that those visiting the cave could offer their prayers
in peace, since its suspension frightened pilgrims and
caused many pregnant women to miscarry. Yet he
notes that a finger, or at some places even a hand,
could still be inserted between the Rock and the wall.
Sayyid ‘Ali al-Husayni, the author of the above-men-
tioned Persian pilgrimage manual written in 1560-61,
fancifully imagines that Sultan Stileyman ordered the
renovation of the domed edifice with windows around
the “Rock of God” because it had been reported to
him that some pregnant women had miscarried from
the terrifying sight of its suspension between heaven
and earth.”® Among the blessed traces on the Rock,
Evliva mentions the mark left by the Prophet’s tur-
ban as he prayed in its cave and the imprint left by
his head and knees when he subsequently prostrated
himself on the Rock proper, prior to his Ascension.
Observing that pilgrims circumambulate (favaf) the
inaccessible Rock outside its balustrade, he lists the
visitation places (makamat) around it, which included
the Prophet’s right footprint, displayed in a silver-
grilled cupboard, complemented by other venerated
sites inside the Aqsa Mosque and on the Haram pre-
cincet (fig. 15[12]).%” A mid-sixteenth-century Arabic
guidebook for pilgrims written by Nasir al-Din Muham-
mad b. Khidr al-Rumi, suggests that the number of
visitation places within the Dome of the Rock and its
cave may have proliferated after its refurbishment by
Sultan Siileyman, although some of them are already
mentioned in Mamluk sources.”*®

THE EXEGETICAL OVERLAY OF QUR’ANIC
INSCRIPTIONS

The messages of Suleyman’s historical inscriptions
on the Dome of the Rock, announcing his titles and
aspirations, were enhanced by the universal Qur’anic
affirmations that were overlaid on its surfaces. These
religious inscriptions can be read as a dialogical com-
mentary on ‘Abd al-Malik’s epigraphic program, pro-
viding insights into how the building was perceived

by the Ottoman sultan and his advisers. Inscribed on
several parts of the building along with the name of
the patron, they actively construct exegetical mean-
ing by reinterpreting the signification of the Dome of
the Rock with more explicit eschatological overtones.
Despite the then-prevalent association of the Rock with
the Prophet’s Ascension, these inscriptions primarily
glorify God, for whom, according to his foundation
inscription, Stileyman renovated the building “as an
act of praise.”

The earliest Qur’anic quotations, which appear on
the sultan’s stained glass windows inside the building,
echo “Abd al-Malik’s inscriptions in their emphasis on
the absolute sovereignty of God and the messenger-
ship of the Prophet, but they are marked by more pro-
nounced eschatological references to rewards awaiting
believers in Paradise. Following a counterclockwise
direction, the window inscriptions begin at the west
side of the southern wall with verses from the Sura
of Victory (48:1-5), which announce the manifest vic-
tory granted to the Prophet by the merciful God, to
whom belongs all the forces of the heavens and the
earth.*” The quoted verses mention the divine favors
bestowed upon the Prophet and promise him help
and guidance on the “straight path” (sirat al-mustagim).
They declare that God strengthens the faith of believ-
ers by sending down tranquility (al-seking) into their
hearts, so that He may admit them into the gardens
of paradise, which is a great triumph in His sight.
The next windows cite a short verse confirming the
oneness and metcy of God: “Your God is One God;
there is no God save Him, the Beneficent, the Merci~
ful” (Qurian 2:163). This is followed by the Throne
Verse (Qur’an 2:255), repeated in earlier inscriptions,
which exalts the omnipotence and omniscience of the
eternal God, whose Throne extends over the heavens
and the earth, and without whose permission nobody
can intercede with Him on behalf of the believers on
the Day of Judgment.

Stileyman’s historical epigraphs, which we have
already discussed, begin on the windows at the east
side of the northern wall and end at the southwest,
thereby delineating an axis within the building that
separates secular texts from religious ones. This axis
is reinforced by the placement of the sultan’s tilework
foundation inscription on the outer tympanum of
the north gate, with its counterpart on the tiled tym-
panum of the south gate, facing the qgibla direction
and featuring Qur’anic inscriptions exclusively (figs.
19, 20, and 21). The primacy of the north—south axis
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is visually marked by distinctive tile panels depicting
blossoming prunus trees with paradisiacal associa-
tions, which flank the arches of the north and south
yates. The less prominent east and west gates feature
ncither “paradise trees” nor tympana with epigraphic
tiles. The historical window inscriptdons, which beg
God to aid Silleyman’s armies and prolong his life,
are accompanied by a short Qur’anic verse that hints
at his being among the rightly guided ones and at
his maintenance of the building, now functioning as
a mosque: “Only he shall tend the mosques of God
who believes in God and the Last Day, and observes
the prayers, and pays the alms, and fears none but
God alone” (Qur’an 9:18).

The two tilework inscription bands that encircle
the exterior of the Dome of the Rock emphatically
reinforce the underlying eschatological message of
‘Abd al-Malik’s epigraphic program (fig. 18).**" The
one around the drum partially cites the Sura of the
Night Journey (Qur’an 17:1-20), thereby explicitly
connecting it with the sanctity of the Rock, which is
environed by blessed precincts. Starting at the south-
east buttress of the drum, the quoted verses affirm the
glory of God, who carried His servant there by night
to reveal some of His signs. The verses describe how
the Temple was destroyed twice to punish the Chil-
dren of Israel when they disobeyed the divine scrip-
wres revealed to Moses; they also confirm that the
Qur’an provides guidance to the “straightest path”
leading to salvation on the Last Day, when a painful
doom awaits those who disbelieve in the Hereafter.?"!
The transfer of this sura from the Aqsa Mosque (where
its first verse had been quoted in earlier inscriptions)
to the more visible exterior of the Dome of the Rock
recenters the grand complex around the Rock of
God, by then commonly identified as the site of the
Prophet’s Ascension. The drum inscription also fore-
grounds the eschatological connection between the
“signs” of God’s sovereignty witnessed by the Prophet
and the imminent end of time.

The reality of the impending Day of Judgment is
further underscored by the second epigraphic band
along the upper edge of the octagon, which fully
quotes Sura Ya Sin, whose very title is one of the epi-
thets attributed to the Prophet (Qur'an 36:1-83) (figs.
18 and 21).*** Beginning at the southeast, it themat-
ically complements the Ayyubid mosaic inscription
surrounding the inner base of the drum, which cites
Sura Ta Ha, whose title is yet another epithet of the
Prophet (Qurian 20:1-21) (fig. 10). Both suras affirm

that the Qur’an was revealed to the chosen Prophet by
the beneficent creator of the heavens and the earth
as a reminder of the approaching Hour.>® The sura
called Ya Sin starts with a declaration of the divine
source of the Qur’an, sent to the Prophet as a warn-
ing of the day of reckoning and as a good tiding of
the rewards promised to the believers in Paradise.
The sura confirms the immense power of God dis-
played in the bountiful “signs” of His creation and
concludes by instructing the Prophet to remind dis-
believers that all created beings ultimately return to
Him, by saying to them:

Is not He, who created the heavens and the earth, able
to create (again) the like of them? Indeed He is the All-
Knowing Creator. When He intends a thing, His command
is “Be” and iL is. So glory be to Him, in whose hands is
the dominion over all things and unto Him will yoy be
brought back!

Siuleyman’s Qur’anic inscriptions thus reiterate the
idea of the absolute sovereignty of God as an essential
component of cosmology and eschatology, force-
fully amplifying the latent narrative strands of ‘Abd
al-Malik’s epigraphic program. The message that ema-
nates from the polychromatic tiled surfaces of the
Dome of the Rock is a glorious vision of divine justice
and the promise of salvation for the rightly guided,
just believers.?** Sileyman’s Qur’anic inscriptions on
the gates of the building provide additional commen-
tary on its many associations. The tilework epigraphic
band on the inner face of the north gate’s tympanum
(behind the sultan’s foundation inscription) evokes
the name given that gate in Mamluk and Ottoman
sources, the Gate of Paradise (bab aljanna), which,
according to Ibn Kathir was one of the “deceitful signs
and marks” of the Last Day depicted in the Haram
during the times of ‘Abd al-Malik. The same name
appears in Nasir al-Din al-Rumi’s mid-sixteenth-cen-
tury guidebook for pilgrims, which instructs the visitor
to enter the building from the north gate and then
pray at the Black Paving Stone across from its thresh-
old, associated with Paradise and divine mercy since
Marwanid times (figs. 4[1] and 15{1]). The tilework
inscription band of Stleyman on the north gate quotes
Qur’anic verses promising believers God'’s forgiveness
and His acceptance of them into the eternal gardens
of paradise: “Their Lord gives them the good tidings
of His mercy, and acceptance, and gardens of lasting
bliss, where they will dwell forever” (Qur’an 9:21 and
part of 22).%%



72 GULRU NECIPOCGLU

The sultan’s bronze-plated doors at the same gate
feature upper inscription bands that similarly welcome
believers into the gardens of paradise, and quote the
opening sentence of Solomon’s letter inviting the
Queen of Sheba to surrender to the true faith: “These
are the Gardens of Eden, so enter you to dwell therein”
(a paraphrase of several Qur’anic verses) and “It is
from Solomon, and it says, ‘In the Name of God, the
Merciful, the Compassionate” (Qur’an 27:30). The
reference here to Solomon seems to allude to an early
tradition that locates his tomb in a subterranean cor-
ridor extending between the north gate and the Black
Paving Stone. The site of the tomb, marked on a plan
from the [ate Ottoman period, is said to have been dis-
covered when the Abbasid caliph al-Mahdi (r. 775-85)
ordered the platform or bench (mastaba) in front of
the paving stone enlarged; perhaps this was a stone
screen like the one with arcaded “mihrabs” seen there
today (figs. 15[1, 2] and 8). Solomon’s letter begin-
ning with the basmala was followed by the divine com-
mand, “Do not exalt yourselves above Me, but come
to Me as those who surrender (Qur’an 27:31),” which
eventually led the idolatrous queen and her subjects
to submit to the Lord of the Universe. This verse
affirms that Solomon subscribed to the same univer-
sal monotheistic faith, which demanded total submis-
sion to the one God, as did the Prophet Muhammad
and the other prophets.”* Like the epigraphic bronze
plaque of ‘Abd al-Malik, which at that time was still
installed at the north gate, Sileyman's complemen-
tary inscriptions indicate that the “religion of truth”
as revealed to the Prophet and his predecessors is the
key to Paradise.

The Qur’anic inscriptions on the tiled tympanum of
the south gate form a pendant to the sultan’s histori-
cal foundation inscription on the north gate’s tympa-
num tles (fig. 21). Their religious content highlights
the special status of this gate, which was designated
the Qibla Gate. The quoted verses refer to its name
by announcing the change of the Prophet’s direc-
tion of prayer to Mecca by divine command (part of
Qur’an 2:143 and 144-45). The epigraphic bands on
the sultan’s bronze-plated doors at the south gate
repeat this message by citing the first half of verse
2:144. The inscriptions thus imply that the Rock was
the former qibla towards which the Prophet prayed,
while also stressing the primacy of the north-south
axis facing the new qibla ordered by God.*"’

Silleyman’s Qur’anic inscriptions on the interior
and exterior of the Dome of the Rock, all of which

begin and end on the south side of the building, priv-
ilege the gibla direction aligned with the Ka‘ba, much
like those of ‘Abd al-Malik. Nevertheless, the Paradise
Gate to the north, featuring the sultan’s foundation
inscription, is consistently mentioned in sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century Ottoman guidebooks as the
primary entrance to the building. Unlike early texts
that identify the precinct’s main entrance as the west-
ern Gate of David, these guidebooks now instruct the
pilgrim to enter the Haram from the Gate of Remis-
sion, which has migrated north from the eastern wall
(fig. 3(2, 14]). The counterclockwise circuit of prayer
stations outlined in two guidebooks from the mid-six-
teenth century—one by Nasir al-Din Rumi in Arabic
and another, in Ottoman Turkish, by an anonymous
author—therefore differs from the circuit described
in Ibn al-Murajja’s treatise, in which the first place to
be visited was the Dome of the Rock. The new prayer
route moves from the northern Gate of Remission to
the Dome of Solomon in the northwest (fig. 3[14,
36]), ascending to the central raised platform from
the northwestern stairway, whose arcade, according
to an extant undated inscription, was restored by Sul-
eyman. The pilgrim is then instructed to pray at the
minor domes in the northwest quadrant of the plat-
form before visiting the Dome of the Rock; at the
Cave of the Spirits (ten cubits away from the stairway
by which the pilgrim reached the platform), where
the Prophet prayed with the resurrected souls of the
earlier prophets; at the Dome of the Ascension; and
at the Red Mihrab (located today under the Dome of
the Prophet) (fig. 3[30, 27, 261). The anonymous Otto-
man Turkish guidebook reports the lack of consensus
as to whether it was at the Dome of the Ascension or
the Red Mihrab that the Prophet, having descended
from heaven, performed two prostrations—a confu-
sion apparently triggered by the by-then-current iden-
tification of the Rock itself as the site of his heavenly
ascent (fig. 3[27, 26]) >

Upon entering the Dome of the Rock from the
Gate of Paradise to the north, the following spots are
to be visited in counterclockwise order, a conspicu-
ous departure from the clockwise circumambulation
prescribed by Ibn al-Murajja (variants in the anony-
mous Ottoman Turkish text are indicated in paren-
theses): the Black Paving Stone (the Green Marble
Slab); the Fingerprints of Angels (the Fingerprints of
Gabriel); the Footprint of the Prophet; (the Buckler
of Hamza and the Iron Pomegranate Tree fashioned
by the prophet David) (fig. 15(1, 9, 12, 13, 14]). The
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pilgrim is then directed to descend into the cave to
visit the Tongue of the Rock; the Station (magam) of
Solomon (the Mihrab on the right); the imprint of
the Prophet’s Turban on the Rock; and other spots
not mentioned in the Ottoman Turkish guidebook,
such as the Stations of Isaiah (Sha‘ba?), Gabriel, and
David; and the Hole of the Rock (fig. 15[A-H]).
Ascending from the cave, the pilgrim then visits the
Footprint of Enoch and the station of the caliph ‘Ali
near the east gate before moving on to the Dome of
the Chain (the Ottoman Turkish text mentions only
the Hanafi mihrab) (fig. 15[4, 15]).
The next prayer station is the Place of the Scales
(al-mizan) in the arcade of the southern stairway, ad-
jacent to the marble minbar, from which one proceeds
to the axially aligned main gate of the Agqsa Mosque,
'which according to the shari‘a, however, denotes the
whole area within the precinct walls,” according to the
Ottoman Turkish text (fig. 3[23, 24, 41]). The pilgrim
then visits commemorative stations inside the congre-
gational mosque,'such as the Pillar where the Prophet
prayed; the Great Mihrab; the mihrabs of Mu‘awiya,
‘Umar, and Zechariah; and the Well of the Leaf (fig.
3[41a, b, d]). He or she also tours the following sites
along the southern and eastern walls of the Haram,
hefore exiting from the northern Gate of the Tribes:
the Mihirab of David; the Sanctuary of Mary, known
as the Cradle of Jesus; the Place of al-Sirat; (the Sta-
lion of the Forties [makam erba‘in]); the Mihrab of
al-Khidr; the Gate of Repentance and Mercy; and
(the Worshipping Place of Solomon) (fig. 3[42, 44,
7, 9~12]). The itinerary concludes with visits to holy
places outside the precinct, including the Mount of
Olives, the Spring of Silwan, and the tomb complex
of the prophet David on Mount Zion. The circuit of
pilgrimage stations outlined in these two guidebooks
from the early Ottoman period accentuates the pro-
cessional north—south axis within the Haram, oriented
towards the gibla direction, along which the Dome of
the Rock, the southern stairway, and the main mihrab
of the Agsa Mosque are aligned.

A FUSION OF PICTORIAL REPRESENTATIONS
AND ESCHATOLOGICAL TRADITIONS

This processional axis also informed the novel iconog-

raphy that emerged in mid-sixteenth-century pictorial
representations of the Haram al-Sharif, colored by
the eschatological traditions concerning the merits of

Jerusalem that were enthusiastically embraced in the
course of Sultan Stleyman’s renovations. Echoing the
emphasis on eschatology in the sultan’s inscriptions
on the Dome of the Rock, visual signifiers of the Last
Day are prominently depicted on painted images of
the Jerusalem sanctuary in contemporary pilgrimage
scrolls and devotional guidebooks (figs. 22 and 23).
These mid-sixteenth-century pictorial representations
differ considerably from their earlier counterparts in
Ayyubid-period pilgrimage scrolls, dating between
1205 and 1229, which display the black banners of
the Abbasid caliph in Baghdad (fig. 24, a and b). The
absence of apocalyptic signs in the Ayyubid scrolls
may reflect an official attempt to curb the popularity
of contested eschatological traditions associated with
Jerusalem.** Confined to narrow bands at the end of
these scrolls, which begin with images of pilgrimage
places in Mecca and Medina, the standardized rep-
resentations of the Jerusalem sanctuary comprise a
selected group of sites that are lined up in a row and
punctuated by a minaret (mandara) at each end, with
little regard to spatial order. The monumental cupola
of the Dome of the Rock, identified as the Dome of the
Holy House (qubbat bayt al-maqdis), occupies the center,
above the Rock (alsakhra), which is marked by the
Prophet’s footprint. The Dome is flanked by smaller
arched compartments containing the Cradle of Jesus
(mahd ‘isa); an enigmatic tree named after the Prophet
(shajarat al-rasul) that is sometimes labeled the olive
tree (alzaytina); and a mihrab at both ends. These
two mihrabs are either unidentified or designated
variously as the Mihrab of the Aqsa Mosque (mihrab
al-masjid al-agsa), Mihrab of David (mikrab dawid),
or Mihrab of Zechariah (mihrab zakariya) (figs. 24b
and 25([a, b]).®"

The pictorial representation of the Haram al-Sharif
in a pilgrimage scroll made for Sultan Sileyman in
951 (1544-45) departs radically from its Ayyubid pre-
decessors in spatial conception and iconography (fig.
22).%5" Its vertical processional axis from a northern
vantage point is entirely missing in the abbreviated
frontal rendering of the sanctuary in Ayyubid scrolls,
where space is conceptualized as a horizontal string of
Jjuxtaposed memorial stations. This well-known Otto-
man scroll is the record of a pilgrimage made by proxy
to the three holy sanctuaries in Mecca, Medina, and
Jerusalem on behalf of the sultan’s beloved deceased
son, Sehzade Mehmed (d. 1543), just around the time
when the drum of the Dome of the Rock was being
tiled. The Haram of Jerusalem is once again the last
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Fig. 22. Pilgrimage certificate, painted scroll dated 951
(1544-45): detail representing the Haram al-Sharif, with the
Valley of Hell and the Mount of Olives above. Istanbul, Topkapi
Palace Museum Library, H. 1812. (Photo: Hadiye Cangékge,
courtesy of the Topkapi Palace Museum)

pilgrimage site depicted on the scroll, followed by an
iconic image of the Prophet’s sandals constituting a
witness to the document; an accompanying inscrip-
tion urges the viewer to kiss the representation of
these sandals with reverence.*” The end of the pil-
grimage certificate is signed by six witnesses, includ-
ing three guides (minrsid) to the sanctuary in Mecca
and the scribe Muhammad Abu ’1-Fazl al-Sinjari (the
author of two illustrated books on Mecca that feature
paintings of the sanctuary in Jerusalem). These signa-
tures attest the written statement of Hajji Piri b. Sayyid
Ahmad that he made the hajj by proxy as a “gift to
the blessed soul” of the late prince.””

The epigraphic band above the painting of the
Haram al-Sharif cites the beginning of verse 17:1, which

Fig. 23. Pictorial representation of the Haram al-Sharif, from
Sayyid ‘Ali al-Husayni's Kitab Shawg-nama, a guidebook for pil-
grims dated 968 (1560-61). Haifa, Naional Maritime Museum,
inv. no. 4576, fol. 49r. (Pboto: courtesy of Rachel Milstein)

is fully quoted with subsequent verses on the Dome
of the Rock’s drum inscription, executed a year later,
in 1545-46. The verse is thus presented as the raison
d’éwre of the pilgrimage to the sanctuary in Jerusalem,
which is visually represented as an amalgam of sche-
matically rendered visitation sites and eschatological
signs. The square precinct, featuring four minarets at
the corners and the Agsa Mosque in the upper part,
is dominated by the Dome of the Rock, raised above a
central platform that is depicted with ten rather than
four sides. The facade of the congregational mosque
has five instead of seven arches, each of them featuring
a suspended lamp and labeled mihrab; the larger cen-
tral arch contains the mihrab of the Prophet (mihrab
alnabi) and the minbar (al-minbar). The association
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Fig. 24, a and b. Pilgrimage certificate, painted scroll dated
608 (1211). a. Full scroll with banners of the Abbasid caliph
al-Nasir li-Din Allah (r. 1180-1225) depicted at Mount ‘Arafat.
b. Detail representing the sanctuary in Jerusalem. Istanbul,
Turkish and Islamic Art Museum, inv. no. 4091. (Photo: Ali
Konyal)

of the Agsa Mosque’s main mihrab with the Prophet
is probably related to the commemorative pillar near
it, where he is said to have prayed on the night of
his Ascension, according to the mid-sixteenth-century
guidebooks discussed above.**

m
il- The two domes of Jesus and Moses, shown in the
n, lower part of the precinct {(gunbad-i “isa on the right
) and gunbad- musa on the left), correspond to build-
ings later visited by Evliya, but they seem to be rep-
resented here as eschatological signs of the Day of
Judgment, when both of these prophets will inter-
ne cede on behalf of the believers. The actual locations
ar, of these domes are shifted so as to form a visual trian-
Ln gle with the Prophet’s mihrab at the Agsa Mosque.*”®
m, The Prophet is thereby linked with the two prede-
Te- cessors who are honored in the Dome of the Rock’s
~al inscriptions, even as his precedence in rank is spatially
at asserted. By aligning the two giblas of Islam along the
it central axis culminating in the Aqsa Mosque’s mihrab,
ca the image (which echoes that of the Meccan Haram in
an composition) stresses the primacy of the Ka‘ba, itself
[ue depicted at the beginning of the scroll and the point
ing towards which the sanctuary in Jerusalem orients itself.
en- Hence, the visual mapping of the Haram al-Sharif on
rab the scroll parallels the north-south directional ori-
ion entation of the pilgrimage circuit and of Sileyman’s
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Fig. 25, a and b. Pilgrimage certificate fragments depicting the sancluary in Jerusalem. a. Painted scroll dated 601 (1204).
Istanbul, Turkish and Islamic Art Museum, inv. no. 4745. b. Block-printed and hand-painted scroll dated 617 (1220-21).
Istanbul, Turkish and Islamic Art Museum, inv. no. 53/18. (Photos: Ali Konyali)
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inscription program at the Dome of the Rock, which
was implemented around the same time.

The decagonal raised platform, accessible by five
staircases with monumental arcades, visually accen-
tuates the centralized layout of the dome over the
Rock, from which sanctity emanates to the blessed
precinct and beyond. The Dome of the Rock (gun-
bad-i sakhra) is depicted as an ornate domical build-
ing with a hanging lamp, enshrining the Rock of God
(sakhratullah) suspended in midair. It is flanked by
two smaller domed structures on each side, with a sim-
pler domeless mihrab at the upper right corner. The
iwo edifices on the right, the Dome of the Ascension
(qubbat al-mi‘raj) and the Red Mihrab (mihrab-i ahmar),
which had been renovated in 1538-39, commemo-
rate the Prophet.® The Dome of the Chain on the
left, identified as David’s Tribunal (mahkama-i dawid),
would receive its tile revetments and inscription later
in 1561-62. This dome, too, can be interpreted as an
eschatological sign because David will also intercede
on behalf of the believers at the Last Judgment

The omission from the Rock of the Prophet's foot-
print, which is prominently marked on Ayyubid scrolls,
underscores the primacy of the Rock’s association with
God. Forming a pair with the twin domes of Moses
and Jesus, the other two signs of the Day of Judgment
placed between the polygonal platform of the Rock
and the Aqsa Mosque commemorate the eschatologi-
cal future. On the right are the Scales of Acts (mizan
wl-a‘mal), where the good deeds of resurrected humans
will be weighed against their sins. On the left is the
Pool (hawd) of Kawthar (abundance), a gift from God
to the Prophet, according to a widespread interpreta-
tion of the sura named after it, which declares, “We
have surely given you al-kawthar” (Qur’an 108:1). The
word kawthar became almost synonymous with hawd,
“the Prophet’s Pool,” which was shown to him at the
time of his Ascension to the Throne of God and des-
ignated as his on the Last Day, when believers would
quench their thirst and purify themselves by drinking
its water from goblets before entering Paradise.’

It has been noted that the circular pool on the
scroll image bears a striking resemblance to the round
ablution fountain in front of the Aqsa Mosque’s cen-
tral gate, situated along the axial path leading to the
southern stairway of the raised platform, whose arcade
is tdentified by Evliya as the “Gate of the Scales” (babi
lmizan) (fig. 26). The anonymous Ottoman Turkish
guidebook instructs the pilgrim to stand under the
central arch of that arcade, known as the “Place of the

Scales” (mizan yiri), and offer a prayer for the souls of
all the prophets, in the hope of obtaining their inter-
cession on the Last Day. According to Evliya, who
saw a depiction of scales on that arcade, the Prophet
asked Sultan Sdleyman in a dream to construct this
distinctive “round pool” (havz-i miidevver) on his behalf.
The pool, known as the Cup (alka’s), condnued to
be attributed to the sultan over the centuries; on an
1857 image of the Haram al-Sharif it is labeled “the
ablution fountain (sadzrvan) of Sultan Silleyman from
the House of Osman.”*®

Another eschatological sign represented on the scroll
is the Bridge of Sirat (sirat-i mustaqim) that spans the
Valley of Hell between two rows of mountains on the
distant horizon. The bridge, whose name evokes the
“straight path” repeatedly mentioned in the Qur’an
as the surest guide to salvation, is visualized here as
leading from the Mount of Olives to the Haram al-
Sharif. It links the sanctuary with the narrow rectan-
gular image above, which depicts the hilly landscape
of holy sites extending between the eastern wall of the
Haram and the Mount of Olives. Accompanied by the
revered tomb of Mary, one of these sites is the octago-
nal Church of the Ascension, which features the foot-
print of Christ (a countefpart to that of the Prophet
inside the Dome of the Rock). The eschatological
dome of Jesus depicted on the Haram itself acknowl-
edges the Muslim belief in his return to earth as “a
sign of the Hour.”™ As we have seen, the future site
of the Bridge of Sirat is marked by an extant pillar
protruding from the south end of the Haram’s east-
ern wall, which according to Evliya had been moved
to a higher position during Sultan Siileyman’s restora-
tion of that wall (fig. 3[7]). The anonymous Ottoman
Turkish guidebook instructs the pilgrim to perform a
supererogatory prayer at the “marker of Sirat” (siraf
nisan) and then to climb on top of the precinct wall
to recite another prayer asking for God’s help to pass
quickly over the bridge at the end of time. Instead of
depicting the bridge, scales, and pool at their actual
locations on the Haram, the image on the scroll rep-
resents them as abstract symbols heralding the Last
Judgment, like the domes of Moses and Jesus. The
image is therefore a “cognitive map” rather than a
visual catalogue of the visitation sites listed in devo-
tional guidebooks and treatises on the merits of Jeru-
salem. Seamlessly blending the present and future, it
portrays the sanctuary as a liminal sacred space medi-
ating between this world and the world to come.?*
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Fig. 26. Dome of the Rock, view from the south with circular
fountin in the [oreground and southern stairway of the raised
platform (Photo: Félix Bonfils, ca. 1870-75, Tassel no. 61,
Courtesy of the TFine Arts Library, Harvard College Library)

Another image of the Haram al-Sharif, painted in 968
(1560-61), fifteen years later than Sultan Stleyman’s
pilgrimage scroll, even more powerfully conceptual-
izes the complex as an apocalyptic space centered on
the Rock (fig. 23). It appears at the end of a Persian
pilgrimage manual, titted The Book of Longing (Kitab
Shawgnama), that has been brought to light by Rachel
Milstein. Sayyid “Ali al-Husayni, a descendant of the
Prophet who resided in Mecca, wrote and illustrated
this work in order to incite in the reader an ardent
yearning to visit the holy sites depicted therein. In the
preface, the author affirmas his devotion to the Shi‘i
imams and expresses his continuous spiritual longing
for God, saying, “My body is from the soil of Iran, my
heart-and-soul is the pigeon of Hijaz.” Sayyid ‘Ali has
been identified as the scribe of another illustrated man-
uscript, produced in Mecca eight years earlier, in 957
(1550-51); it is a copy of Muhyi al-Din Lari’s famous

Persian poem Futith al-haramayn, written for Muzaffar
b. Mahmud Shah of Gujaratin 911 (1505-6). The text
of the Shawgnama derives almost entirely from this
popular work on the sites and rites of the pilgrimage
to Mecca and Medina, with some additions, particu-
larly in the preface and in the concluding section, to
which is appended a brief description and image of
the sanctuary in Jerusalem.*”

It is interesting to note that the first image of the
manuscript prefigures the last one, for it depicts Mount
Abu Qubays, identified in the accompanying text as
the earliest mountain created by God on éarth, which
at the end of tdme will carry the people of Mecca to
the Land of Jerusalem (arz-i quds).*** Unlike the image
on the scroll made for Sultan Stuleyman, which is an
official legal document, the Shawgnama painting pres-
ents a highly personalized vision of the sanctuary in
Jerusalem that vividly captures the popular venera-
ton of the Rock. The text accompanying it explains
that the masjid-i ‘agsa (meaning the whole mosque
precinct) is one of the greatest memorial shrines
(mashahid), and that it was alluded to by God in sev-
eral places of the Qur’an, since it was the gibla of all
the prophets and of the Prophet Muhammad before
the Ka'ba. The author explains that God ordered
David to construct it, and that it was completed by
Solomon with the help of divs. He singles out among
all its “wonders” (‘aja’ibat) the “stone of the Rock of
God that stands suspended between heaven and earth”
(sang-i sakhratuw’llah ki mua‘llag dar miyana-i zamin va
asman istada), which is enveloped by a domed edi-
fice with windows recently renovated by “His Majesty
Sultan Sileyman.” He adds that the sanctuary con-
tains “the knife that Abraham turned away [during
the sacrifice], the mihrab of all the prophets (mikhrab-i
Jami*-i anbiya), the Pool of Kawthar, the Scales of Acts,
the gates of Hell and Paradise, the Bridge of Sirat, the
Gate of the Chain (ba@b alsiisila) and other gates, as is
depicted on the opposite page.”®

Judging by the inscription band above the paint-
ing, which quotes verse 17:1, Milstein suggests that
Sayyid “Ali must have derived his composition from a
scroll. There is, indeed, a striking similarity between
the Shawgnama image and its counterpart on the scroll
made for Sultan Silleyman. In both images the sanctu-
ary features four minarets, and its main components
consist of the congregational mosque and the polyg-
onal central platform crowned by the Dome of the
Rock. Yet the Shawgnama painting labels these com-
ponents differently, populating the outer precinct
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with a diverse group of eschatological signs. Like the
scroll image, it represents the congregational mosque
as a collection of mihrabs, individually identified. The
central nave, featuring a minbar, has the Mihrab of
Adam, coupled with that of the Prophet Muhammad
(mihrab- adam, mihrdb alnabi muhammad). The aisles
that flank it contain the mihrabs of other prophets,
two of which are missing because the left side of the
page has been cropped; depicted from right to left, are
the mihrabs of John the Baptist, Zechariah, Abraham,
Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Jesus, and Noah. As in the scroll
made for Siileyman, the Rock of God (sakhrat’ullah) is
shown suspended under a domed building. However,
neither of the two smaller domes flanking the unla-
beled Dome of the Rock commemorates the Prophet;
instead they stress the eschatological theme of justice,
with Solomon’s Tribunal (mahkama-yi sulayman) on the
left, and David’s Tribunal on the right (mahkama-yi
dawid). These minor domes can therefore be read
as structures that will accompany the divine Throne
of judgment at the end of time. The dodecagonal
raised platform, reached by four grand staircases with
triumphal triple arcades, is here interpreted as the
future pedestal of God’s Throne (or Footstool), as
suggested by the labels given the south and north
arcades, respectively, the Gate of the Throne of the
Lord of the Worlds (dari takht-i rabb al-“alamin), and
the Gate of the Throne (dar- takht) >

The signifiers of the apocalypse that surround the
polygonal platform on four sides reinforce its associ-
ation with the Day of Judgment. The Scales of Acts
(mizan-i a‘mal) in the upper right comer and the round
Pool (havz) to the upper left echo their counterparts
in the earlier scroll image. The domes of Jesus and
Moses at the bottom, however, have been replaced
here by other signs, namely, the domed Gate of Par-
adise (dar-i bihisht) on the left, and the Gate of Hell
(dari davzakh) on the right, the two posts of which
support the Bridge of Sirat (pul-i siraf). The symbolic
date palm accompanying the Gate of Paradise forms
a counterpoint to the leafless red tree, labeled “Hell”
(jahannam), which is depicted under the Gate of Hell.
The unusual fig trees (dirakht-i anjir) that sprout all
around the precinct can perhaps likewise be interpreted
as eschatological symbols, for they resonate with the
Sura of the Fig, which promises unfailing reward to
those who believe and do good deeds and questions
how one can deny the Judgment, asking: “Is not God
the most just of judges?” (Qur’an 95:1-8).
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The iconography of the two images painted in the
course of Sileyman’s renovation of the Dome of the
Rock is echoed in more generic versions from the late
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, which differ in
detail but invariably include the Scales and the Pool
as codified signifiers.*® These pictorial representations,
like the structures mapped on the pilgrimage complex
itself, signal the ontological status of the blessed pre-
cinct as a site of memory saturated with supernatural
signs, among which the Rock of God reigns supreme.
Conveying the emotional and spiritual perceptions of
a genius loci, as distilled through memory, was a cen-
tral aspect of the signification process of the Haram
al-Sharif, which had been accumulating multilayered
associations since its very inceptiont. These memories,
extending from the creative act of God to the ever-
approaching end of time, were condensed around
concrete sites of witnessing that simultaneously enabled
the recalling of the past and the contemplation of the
future through networks of interlinked narratives that
were transformed over the centuries and yet remained
remarkably the same. The paratactical complex subor-
dinates the materiality of architecture to ancient ves-
tiges and to the irregular topography of the landscape,
since associations of holiness were attached more to
its hallowed grounds than to the buildings themselves.
Fada’il narratives, too, focus more on the associative
resonances of stones, rocks, and memorial spots than
on the architectural structures marking them, which
is why the Dome of the Rock is often referred to as
the “Rock” or the “Rock of God.”

Paradoxically, then, the astoundingly beautiful archi-
tecture of the Dome of the Rock is essentially an
ephemeral shelter for the primordial Rock, an exqui-
site domed reliquary that will be replaced in the future
by the ineffable divine Throne of Judgment. Likewise,
the signs of the Hour mapped onto the surrounding
complex are only reminders and precursors of their
real versions, a preview of things to come. The pre-
determined places of these signs had already been
indicated in the Temple of Solomon, which was com-
missioned by God, according to a popular cosmologi-
cal treatise written around 1453 by the Ottoman Sufi
shaykh Ahmed Yazicioglu. This work claims that Solo-
mon’s Temple, predestined to be the site of the Proph-
et’s heavenly ascension, had bejeweled walls inscribed
with the Muslim profession of faith, a dome with a
gold mihrab built by Gabriel, and a prayer station
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(makam) made by al-Khidr, who revealed the places
of the Scales, the Bridge of Sirat, and other “signs of
the Judgment” (kiyamel nisanlar:). The author points
out that after the Temple’s destruction the Rock was
rediscovered by the caliph “‘Umar; the lost signs were
then reinstalled in their appointed places in Umayyad
umes, during the construction of the Dome of the
Rock and the Agsa Mosque.**

The associative memories of monuments in the
Haram complex were mediated over the ages by texts
that elaborated upon early traditions on the merits of
Jerusalem, fusing them with new elements derived from
cosmological works on the “wonders of creation” and
from the increasingly popular mi‘raj literature. In the
Ottoman context, too, the semantic horizons of archi-
tectural monuments in the Haram al-Sharif were largely
defined by the constellation of meanings disseminated
by fada’il collections, which were compiled from pre-
vious works and provided with updated instructions
to pilgrims. These written sources, together with the
formal logic and inscriptions of the inherited monu-
ments themselves, established the parameters within
which the resignification process took place. Lack-
ing the compositional coherence of a continuous lin-
ear narrative, the Ottoman fada’il compendiums and
their earlier models stitched together, in the manner
of a patchwork, fragments of collective memories that
sometimes contradicted each other and around which
webs of meaning were interwoven, often without ref-
erence to ongoing building activities. The primary
significance of the fada’il discourse, then, lies in the
promotion of a culturally constructed mode of see-
ing and conceptual mapping. This ensured a consid-
erable degree of continuity in the associations of the
pilgrimage complex, which were orally perpetuated
by pilgrim guides and experienced through perfor-
mative rituals. Yet the absence of a coherent narrative
structure in books on the merits of Jerusalem, which
constitute a by-product of hadith literature, encour-
aged open-ended readings, the coexistence of differ-
ing interpretations, the erasure or transformation of
previous recollections, and, at times, the revival of
dormant regional memories.?"

An instance of such revival was triggered, I believe,
by Sultan Sileyman'’s architectural renovations at the
Haram al-Sharif, and particularly the Dome of the
Rock. These protracted building activities seem to
have unleashed a deep-seated popular veneration of
the Rock, along with formerly suppressed ritual prac-
tices that had frequently been censured in Mamluk

GULRU NECIPOGLU

written sources as unorthodox innovations.*™ The
resuscitation of latent memories and popular fes-
tivities (severely reproached in a pamphlet by the
seventeenth-century Shafi‘i scholar al-Dajjani, who
condemns their institutionalization by local adminis-
trators) can in part be attributed to the establishment
of a lenient Hanafi regime under the Ottoman state,
which sought to legitimize itself by reversing some
of the restrictive policies of the “Circassian” Mamluk
administration.”®

The pilgrimage complex continued, as in the past,
to subsist as a terrain of contestation, with multiple
collisions of discordant narratives, divergent percep-
tions, and differing conceptions of ritual decorum. It
is therefore a misguided exercise to attempt to pin-
point “the meaning” of the Dome of the Rock at any
given historic moment, for the enigmatic character
of the memories it sheltered was inherently open to
a multiplicity of collective and personal responses. By
drawing attention to some of the parallels between
‘Abd al-Malik’s and Stuleyman’s architectural patron-
age, I have tried to show that comparable “official”
responses were prompted by the politico-religious moti-
vations and pious orientations of two ambitious rul-
ers who sought to create a superb monument exalting
the Rock, themselves, their dynasties, and their own
versions of Islam.

In conclusion, it can be argued that the architec-
tural projects of both patrons combined a number
of narrative threads in which the traditions of the
Solomonic Temple played a significant role, even as
they were subsumed by an overriding emphasis on
God'’s absolute sovereignty as the source of prophetic
and caliphal authority. The theme of divinely guided
Davidic justice, with its messianic overtones, was a
major component of these narratives, which were col-
ored by intimations of the Last Judgment to come,
the promise of God's infinite mercy, and the abiding
belief in the Prophet’s intercession. Stleyman’s inscrip-
tions on the “palimpsestous” surfaces of the Dome of
the Rock amplified the implicit eschatological mes-
sage of ‘Abd al-Malik’s grand narrative by expanding
its semantic horizons, thereby investing its relatively
loose strands with a new coherence. Hence, the wide-
spread view that the original “political” signification
of the Dome of the Rock was entirely forgotten with
increasing “Islamization,” to be supplanted by the
“religious” theme of the Prophet’s Night Journey-
cum-Ascension, fails to account for the complexity of
intertwined parratives in the Marwanid master plan
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and the striking elements of continuity manifested in
Siileyman’s glosses, despite obvious changes. What-
ever the contextual specificity of its wealth of mean-
ings, however, the sublime architecture of the Dome
of the Rock announces in its own self-assured way a
universal message. Majestically sited as a “visual mag-
net” in the cityscape of Jerusalem, it salutes the end
of time by heralding the deeply human hope for sal-
vation in eternal life that is promised by the city’s
three monotheistic religions as the culmination and
ultimate fulfillment of God’s creation.*

Aga Khan Program for Islamic Architecture
Department of History of Art and Architecture
Harvard University, Cambridge, MA
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Islamic Period,” 108 p. 47; Jeremy Johns, “Archacology and
the History of Early Islam: The First Seventy Years," Journal
of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 46, 4 (2003), 423
n. 20.

For this tradidon, whose chain of transmission ends with
Khalid b. Ma‘dan (d. 721), see Abn al-Ma“dlt al-Musharraf
b. al-Murajja b. lbrahim al-Maqdisi (Ibn al-Murajja), Fada’il
Bayt al-Magdis wa *tKhalil wa fada’il al-Sham, ed. Ofer Livne-
Kafri (Shafa ‘Amr, Israel, 1995), 148 n. 186. Cited in Elad,
Medieval Jerusalem, 33; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 381-82;
Duri, “Jerusalem in the Early [slamic Period,” 109.

Isaac Hasson, £Q, s.v. “Last Judgment.”

For the emissaries from Iraq see Ahmad b. Muhlammad
al-Hamadhani (Ibn al-Faqih), Mukhtasar kitah al-buldan, ed.
M. J. de Goejc (Leiden, 1885), 115. Cited in Ofer Livne-
Kafry, “The Muslim Traditions ‘in Praise of Jerusalem' (Fada’il
al-Quds): Diversity and Complexity," Annali 38 (1998): 184,
Other (raditions concerning Mu‘awiya’s exaltation of the
sanctity of Syria-Palestine and his claim to be the predestined
ruler of the Holy Land are discussed in Duri, “Jerusalem in
the Early Islamic Period,” 109; Nasser Rabbat, “The Transcul-
tural Meaning of (he Dome of the Rock,” in The Open Veins
of ferusalem, ed. Munir Akash and Fouad Moughrabi (Syr-
acuse, NY, 2005), 77-78. Yazid I's oath of allegiance cere-
mony in Jerusalem is mentoned in Grabar, Shape of the Holy,
50. Sources report that he was in Jerusalem at the time of
his father’s death, in Hims or elsewhere. See Gil, Hisiory of
Palestine, 78.

For the oath of allegiance ceremony in Jerusalem see Duri,
“Jerusalem in the Early Islamic Period,” 109; Chase F. Rob-
inson, ‘Abd al-Malik (Oxford, 2003), 26. According to the
chronicle of al-Baladburi (d. 892), ‘Ahd al-Malik was his
father’s deputy in Palestine; this is cited by Rabbat, who
speculales that his seat ol government was presumably Jeru-
salem. See Rabbat, “Transcultural Meaning,” 78, The part of
al-Baladhuri’s Ansal al-Ashraf covering ‘Abd al-Malik’s reign
is publishedl in Ahuoad b, Yahya Baladhuri, Anonyme arabische
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Chronik, Band XI, vermuthlich das Buch der Verwandlschafl und
Geschichle der Andligen, ed. W. Ahlwardt (Greifswald, 1883).
On (he text by Sibt b. alJawzi (1186-1265) citing a report
by al-Waqidi (d. 828) (derived from al-Sa’ib [d. 763]) tha
refers to Ibn al-Zubayr's anti-Marwanid propaganda and ‘Ahd
al-Malik’s prohibition of the hajj to Mecca, see Elad, Medi-
eval Jerusalem, 32-38. For the rebuilding of the Ka‘ba by Ibn
al-Zubayr, who consulted Meccan authorities and relied on
a hadith of the Prophet favoring such a measure, see Uri
Rubin, “The Ka‘ha: Aspects of Its Ritual Functions and Posi-
tion in Pre-Islamic and Early Islamic Times,” ferusalem Stud-
ies in Arabic and Islam 8 (1986): 102-3; G. R. Hawting, *‘We
Were Not Ordered with Entering It but Only with Circuin-
ambulating [t.”: Hadith and figh on Entering the Ka'ba,” Bul-
letin of the School of Orviental and Afvican Studies 47, 2 (1984):
239 n. 59; A. J. Wensinck and J. Jomier, E72, s.v. “Ka‘ha”; Rob-
inson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 96-98.

Conurary to Creswell's widely accepted view thal the datc “obvi-
ously refers, as is usual in Arabic epigraphy, to the complction
of works,” it indicates the commencement of construction,
according to Sheila Blair. See K. A. C. Creswell, Early Mus-
lim. Architecture, 2 vols., 2nd ed. (Oxlord, 1969), 1:72; Sheila
Blair, “What Is the Dale of the Dome of the Rock?” in Raby
and Johns, Bayt al-Magdis, Part One, 59-87. Blair’s dating is
accepted by Grabar, with the provision that 692 marks “the
beginning of the implementation of an idea and the fulfill-
ment of needs that were carlier.” Sec Grabar, Shape of the Holy,
115. Recent studies that continue to regard this date as a ref-
ercnce Lo the building’s completion include G. R, Hawting,
The First Dynasty of Islam: The Umayyad Caliphate AD 661-750
(London and New York, 2000), 59-61; Amikam Elad, “Com-
munity of Believers of ‘Holy Men’ and ‘Saints’ or Commu-
nity of Muslims? The Rise and Development of Early Muslim
Historiography,” fournal of Semitic Studies 47, 1 (2002), 295;
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 49-50; Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 4-6;
Johns, “Archaeology and the History of Early Islam,” 424-27;
Hoyland, “New Documentary Texts,” 396-97; Rabbat, “Tran-
sculwral Meaning,” 81, 96.

Both of these points are made in Johns, “Archacology and the
History of Early [slam,” 424-26. He adds that Blair's “princi-
pal argumenis—epigraphic, numismatic, and artisanal—are
entirely circumstantial.” ‘Abd al-Malik's fiscal and adminis-
trative reforms in the 680s are also discussed in Robinson,
‘Abd al-Malik, 71-72.

‘Abd al-Malik Ibn Habib, Kitab al-Ta’rikh = Kitab al-Ta’rij: La
Histovia, ed. and trans. Jorge Agnadé (Madrid, 1991), 132-33.
Pardally cited in Rosen-Ayalon, Early Islamic Monuments, 27;
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, A9-50; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem,
301, 315, 365. It is unclear what exactly the date 70 refers
to. For dates provided in Mamluk sources see Blair, “What Is
the Date,” 63; Elad, Medirval Jerusalem, 4445, 53. Robinson
suggests the year 69 (688-89) as a plausible starting point
for the Dome of the Rock’s construction, assuming that it
ook around three years (o build. That year, ‘Abd al-Malik
left Syria for a campaign in Iraq after signing a peace treaty
with Byzantium; he defeated [bn al-Zubayr’s brother in Iraq in
691, when his fortunes began to improve: sec Robinson, ‘Abd
al-Malik, 6, 28, 39, 41. Johns also proposes a beginning date
about three years after “Abd al-Malik's accession (namcly, 69)
and a completion date of 72 (691-92): see Jobns, “Archaeol-

23,

24.

25.

ogy and Lhe History ol Larly Islam,” 424, 426. Elad accepts as
plausible cither of the beginning dates (66 or 69) provided
in Mamluk sources: see Elad, Medieval ferusalem, 44-45; Elad,
“Community of Believers,” 295.

On al-Walid's completion of the Aqsa Mosque see n. 25 below.
For Sulayman's governorship of Palestine during the reign of
his father and brother al-Walid, and the tradidon mentioning
his bathhouse (without providing a date), see Elad, Medieval
Jerusalem, 27-28; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 323. The bath-
house is identified as one of the excavated buildings abut-
tng the southwestern side of the Haram in Julian Raby, “In
Viwo Veritas: Glass Pilgrim Vessels from 7th-cencury Jerusa-
fem,” in Johns, Bayt al-Magdis, Part Two, 170-72. The decline
of Jerusalem is generally awuributed to Sulayman’s construc-
tion of the new city of Ramla as the capital of Palestine: sce
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 12, 27-28.

For the components of the Marwanid complex see Rosen-
Avyalon, Early Islamic Monuments, 1-45, 70—73; Elad, Medicval
Jerusalem, map 1 on xiii—xv, 24-50, 160; Kaplony, Haram of
Jerusalem, 53 (fig. 13), 213-382; Johns, “Archaeology and the
History of Early Islam,” 426; Paul Wheatley, The Pluces Where
Men Pray Together: Cilies in Islamic Lands, Seventh through the
Tenth Centuries (Chicago and London, 2001), 295-98; Donald
Whitcomb, “Isfam and the Socio-Cultural Transition of Pales-
tine: Early Islamic Period (638-1099 C. E.),” in The Archacol-
ogy of Society in the Holy Land, ed. T. E. Levy (London, 1993),
499. For the suggestion that the excavated buildings housed
the city’s governor, distinguished guests, and the Umayyads
who were frequent visitors, see Duri, “Jerusalem in the Early
Islamic Period,” 111. With its neighboring bathhouse, one
of these buildings may have housed the stall of the com-
plex (dar al-akhmas) according to Raby, “In Vitro Veritas,”
170-72. The building connected by a bridge to the west side
of the mosque’s gibla wall is often interpreted as a palace or
dar al-‘imara: see Rafi Grafman and Myriam Rosen-Ayalon,
“The Two Great Syrian Umayyad Mosques: Jerusalem and
Damascus,” Mugarnas 16 (1999): 1-15. Grabar notes that the
excavations are nol properly published, and that the Aph-
rodito Papyri referring to al-Walid's construction of a pal-
ace, are not always properly interpreted; Grabar, Shape of the
Holy, 129. The. milestones are discussed in Moshe Sharon,
“Notes and Cormmmunications: An Arabic Inscription from
the Time of the Caliph ‘Abd al-Malik,” Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies 29, 2 (1966): 367-72; Amikam
Elad, “The Southern Golan in the Early Muslim Period: The
Significance of Two Newly Discovered Milestones of ‘Abd
al-Malik,” Der Islam 76 (1999): 33—-88; Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik,
98, 113-19.

The congregational mosque is atributed to ‘Abd al-Malik in
most sources discussed below, including Ibn Habib, al-Muqad-
dasi, and early tradilions recorded in al-Wasiti's and Ibn
al-Murajja’s eleventh-century fada’il treatises. It is ascribed by
Eutychius and al-Muhallabi to al-Walid, whose construction
activities at “the mosque in Jerusalem” are recorded in the
Aphrodito Papyri (dated between 709 and 714), which only
list a handful Egyptian laborers: see H. . Bell, “Translation
of the Greek Aprhrodito Papyri in the British Museum,” Der
Islam 2 (1911): 269-83, 372-84; 3 (1912): 132-40, 369-73;
4 (1913): 87-96. For sources mentioning the building of the
mosque by ‘Abd al-Malik, as well as subsequent construction
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carried oul by al-Walid, which scem (o have been “finishing
touches™ or “merely renovations” after a series of earthquakes
in 94 (71%-14), see Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 26, 35-39. Follow-
ing Creswell, most scholars used to datc the Marwanid phase
of the Agsa Mosque to al-Walid, bul latcly the consensus is
that its construction was initiated by ‘Abd al-Malik, "though
possibly brought to fruition or completion by his son al-Walid
1." See Gralfman and Rosen-Ayalon, “The Two Great Syrian
Umayyad Mosques,” 1. For this revised view sec also Grabar,
Shape of the Holy, 122; Wheatley, Places Where Men Pray, 296;
Johns, “House of the Prophet,” 59-62.

Oleg Grabar, “Notes on the Dome of the Rock,” in jerusalem,
225. The texts and list of buildings have been compiled and
analyzed in Elad, Medicval ferusalem, and Kaplony, Haram of
Jerusalem. The authors catalogue each building separately, with-
out exploring their interactive, dialogical dimension. Earlier
anthologies of texts, such as those o[ A. S. Marmaiji, Guy Le
Strange, and J. Gildemeister, excluded the fada’il sraditions
examined by Elad and Kaplony because they were thought
o have originated later in the eleventh cenwury and were dis-
missed as “popular” beliefs unworthy of serious positivistic
scholarship. For the early daling of these traditions, some of
them traceable (o the eighth and ninth century or even ear-
lier, see nn. 64 and 66 below. (For the anthologies mentioned
above sce A.S. Marmarji, ed. and (rans., Textas géogrophiques
arabes sur la Palestine [Paris, 1951]; Guy Le Strange, cd. and
trans., Palestine under the Moslems: A Description of Syria and
the Holy Land from A. D. 650 to 1500 [Boscon and New York,
1890]; Johann Gildemeister, “Dic arabischen Nachrichten zur
Geschichte der Harambauten,” Zeitschrifl des Deutschen Palis-
tina-Vereins 13 [1890]: 1-24.) Grabar continues to have mis-
givings about (he reliability of fada’il tradilions and their use-
fulness for reconstructing architectural forms, finding them
more relevant for understanding the piety and memories sur-
rounding the Haram. See Grabar, “Notes on the Dome of
the Rock,” 217-21. [ agree with him that these traditions are
often (oo vague in terms of specifying the exact locations of
buildings. Therelore, I will not use them to reconstruct the
Marwanid (opography of the Haram, as has been attempted
by Kaplony. I do believe, however, that fad @’il traditions pro-
vide invaluable insights into the narrative discourses that were
associated with individual components of the Haram com-
plex—narradves that build upon early traditions datable 1o
the Marwanid period, if not earlier.

This inference is made in Llad, Medieval Jerusalem, and Kaplony,
Haram of Jerusalem.

‘Abd al-Malik b. Habib, Kitab al-T@’rikk, 132-33; cited in
Rosen-Ayalon, Early Islamic Monuments, 27; Elad, Medieval
Jerusalem, 49-50; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 297, 301, 315,
365, Kaplony argues that the reference to the three domes
“does not imply any particular action by ‘Abd al-Malik,” dis-
agreeing with Ayalon, who links them with his pauwonage—
a reasonable inference, in my opinion, and one that is also
made by Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 47-50. Early traditions on
the chain of David are discussed in Elad, Medieval ferusa-
lem, 47-48; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 298-304, 482-83.
For al-Sha‘hi’s biography, see G. H. A. Juynboll, £I2, s.v.
“al-Sha‘bi.”

Aba Bakr Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Wasitt, Fada’il al-bayt al-
muqaddas, ed. 1. Hasson (Jerusalem, 1979), 73-75 no. 119.

30.

31.

32.

33

34.

36.

Cited with a discussion of its chain of transmission dating
back to the Umayyad period in Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 48:
other related craditions vecorded by al-Wasili and Ibn al-
Murajja are cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 308-11.
Ibn al-Faqih, Mukhtasar kitab al-buldan, 93-102; French trans.:
Ibn al-Fagih al-Hamadani, Abrégé du livre des pays, trans. Henri
Massé (Damascus, 1973), 113-25. See too the translated scc-
uons in the chapters on Jerusalem in Guy Le Strange, Palestine
under the Moslems, 83-223. Also partially cited in Kaplony,
who, in his reconstruction of the “High Abbusid” phase of
the complex, atterapts o identify the sites of the bujldings
mentioned by Ihn al-Faqih: see Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem,
59-82, 383-557.

Ibn al-Faqth, Mukhtasar kilab al-buldan, 100-101; Massé, Ihn
al-Fuqth, 123-25. Wahb b. Munabbih was one of the early
figures to have assembled material on Biblical history, espe-
cially the history of prophets, most of which is lost. He was
consulted by Mu‘awiya regarding Solomon's throne, and by
the Marwanid caliphs al-Walid I and Sulayman to decipher
ancient archaeological inscriptions on stones. For his connec-
tions with the Umayyad court, the surviving fragment of his
biography of the prophet-king David, and his lost wtitings,
see Raif Georges Khoury, Wakb b. Munabbih, 2 vols. (Wies-
baden, 1972).

For the imprint of Hamza's shield see Kaplony, Haram of Jeru-
salem, 593-99. For the gates with their changing positions
and names see Michael Hamilton Burgoyne, “The Gates of
the Haram al-Sharif,” in Raby and Johns, Bay! al-Magqdis, Part
One, 105-24; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 187-98. 404-63,
579-644.

Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih, Kitab al-‘iqd al-furid,
9 vols., ed. Mufid Muhamrmad Qumayhah and Abd al-Majid
al-Tarhini (Beirut, 1987), 7:290-93; Le Strange, Palestine under
the Moslems, 83-223 (the secdons translated in his chaprers
on Jerusalem). Also see Kaplony, 59-82, 383-557.

For the extant inscription and references to the dimensions
of the Haram (masjid) in Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih’s 1ext and other
sources see Kaplony, Harum of Jerusalem, 567-70; Mahmoud
K. Hawari, Ayyubid ferusalem (1187-1250): An Architectural and
Archaeological Survey (Oxford, 2007), 133-135.

Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-magdis, 58-62 no. 47. This long
tradition, consistdng ol several parts, is included with others
in a chapter on “‘Abd al-Malik b. Marwan's Construction of
the [Dome of the] Rock.” The last part of the tradition (on
pp- 60-62) is a report by Abu Bakr b. al-Harith, one of the
atcendants of the sanctuary, that catalogues the various fea-
tures of the complex built by ‘Abd al-Malik—including scven
mihrabs, fifteen domes (besides the one over the Rock),
twenty-four cisterns, and four minbars—ending with the
dimensions ol (he mosque precinct. This tradition was cop-
ied from Thn al-Murajja’s treatise by several Mamluk authors.
See translations in Le Strange, Palestine under the Moslems,
147-48; Henry Sauvaire, Histoire de ferusalem et d’Hébron depuis
Abraham jusqu’a la fin du XVe siccle de J.-C.. Fragmenis de la
Chronique de Moudjir-ed-dyn (Paris, 1876), 55-56.

For aditions about the Gate of Remission (bab hitta) and
the exegesis of the Qur’anic passage mentioning it, see Uri
Rubin, Between the Bible and the Qur'an: The Children of Israel and
the Islamic Self-Image (Princeton, 1999), 83-91; LElad, Medieval
Jerusalem, 114-17. The name hitte was transferred from the
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gatc on the western wall o another gate on the northern
wall of the Haram at a later date. See fig. 3[2, 14].

Ibn al-Faqih, Mukhtasar kitab al-buldan, 95; Massé, Thn al-Fagih,
117. For traditions related to the Gate of the Divine Presence,
and a different tradition reporting that the Ark of the Cove-
nant rested on the Rock itsell until God became angry with
the Children of Israel and raised it up, see Flad, Medicval

Jerusalem, 27-28 n. 28, 109-14.

For the mention of the Black Paving Stone (albalalo nlsawda’)
in aditions dateable to the early eighth century or even ear-
lier, and for Wahb b. Munabbih’s recommendation o that
pilgrim (o enter the Dome of the Rock from its north gate,
see Elad, Medicval Jerusalem, 78-81; Kaplony, Haram of Jeru-
salem, 333-37.

The Arabic texts by aJ-Muhallabt and al-Ya‘qubi are cited in
Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 391-92, 571-72. The one by al-
Ya‘qubi is translated in F. E. Peters, Jerusalem (Princeton, 1985),
197. Al-Ya‘quhi’s statement that the Rock was circumambu-
lated until the end of the Umayyad regime has been inter-
preted as a false claim, since the hajj 1o Mecca was resumed
soon after ‘Abd al-Malik established control over it sanctu-
ary. I read this statement as a reference (o the condnuation
of the circumambulation ritual in Jerusalem, which docs
not nccessarily mean that the Meccan hajj was abandoned
throughout Umayyad times. The statement does imply, how-
ever, that the circumambulation of the Rock olficjally ceased
under the Abbasid regime.

The Arabic text is cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 394-95,
501. Also see LEutychius, Patriarch of Alexandria, Eutichio,
Patriarce di Alessandria (877-940), Gli Annali, wans. and ed.
Barwlomeo Pirone (Cairo, 1987), 360-65.

Grabar, “Umayyad Dome of the Rock,” 29-34. Kaplony assumcs
that the order in which al-Muhallabi mentons thesc domes
indicates their respective places on the raised pladform. The
text is too vague, however, to draw definite conclusions about
their exact locations. For the hypothetical positions Kaplony
assigns to the two domes see Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem,
676-78, 699, 704-9. In my view, the Dome of the Scales may
have heen replaced in the Ayyubid period by he small aed-
icule bearing the same name, located by the Mamluk hisco-
rian al-“Umari at the present site of the domical minbar of
Burhan al-Din abulting the southern stairway of the raised
platform (fig. 3[24]): see n. 46 below. The Dome of the Gath-
ering (qubbal ab-mahshar) could be an alternative name for
the Dome of the Prophet near the prayer station of Gabricl
at the north or northwest side of the raised platform, where
the Prophet is said to have prayed with angels and the “res-
urrected” (hashar) souls of former prophcts gathered there
by Gabricel: see reference cited in n. 108 below.

After the victory over Byzantine forces in 692, there was a
pause in hostilities; this was [ollowed in 693 by four years of
fighting on the Byzantine frontier, as 4 result of which ‘Abd
al-Malik gained control over Armenia in 700: see Robinson,
‘Abd al-Malik, 69. ‘Abd al-Malik’s Christian inance minister,
Sergios the son of Mansur (the father of the celebrated theolo-
gian John of Damascus), and “his co-lcader of the Palestinian
Christians, Patricius,” asked the caliph to request from Justin-
ian II “other columns in place of these”; see Harry Turtle-
dove, The Chronicle of Theophanes (Philadelphia, 1982), 63-64.
According to Theophanes, this happened in 692, when Justi-
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nan I hroke the peace with ‘Abd al-Malik: cited in Gil, His-
tory of Palestine, 471-72.

For the rebuilding of the Ka‘ha and the criticism voiced by the
caliply’s opponents see Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 95-100; Rubin,
“The Kaha,” 102-3; Wensinck and Jomier, E72, s.v. “Ka‘ba.”
The renovation of the Ka‘ba, together with ‘Abd al-Malik's
leadership of the hajj procession in the year 75 (694-95),
is mentioned in al-Mas‘adi, Muraj al-dhahabd wa-ma‘adin
aljawhar = Les Prairies d'or, ed. and wrans. Charles Barbier
de Meynard, Jean-Baptiste Pavet de Courteille, and Charles
Pellat, 5 vols. (Paris, 1962-77), 3:765-78, 1452-53. For three
Christian apocalyplic texts written in northern Mesopotamia
in the decade following the second civil war see Robinson,
‘Abd al-Malik, 42—43; Chase F. Robinson, Empire and Elites after
the Muslim Conquest: The Transformation of Novtherr: Mesopota-
mia (Cambridge, 2000), 48-49; Jean Flovi, L 'Fslam et la fin des
temps: L'interprétation prophétique des invasions musulmanes dans
chrétienié médiévale (Paris, 2007). For the assumption thar al-
Walid’s construction of the Agsa Mosque marked a turning
point with respect Lo the “increasing Islamization” of the
complex see Heribert Busse, “The Sanctity of Jerusalent in
Islam,” judaism 17 (1968): 454-60; Heribert Busse, “Jerusa-
lem in the Story ol Muhammad’s Night [ourney and Ascen-
sion,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 14 (1991): 1-40;
Heribert Busse, “The Temple in Jerusalem and Its Restitv-
ton by ‘Abd al-Malik,” in The Real and Ideal Jerusalem in Jew-
ish, Christian and Islamic Ari, ed. Bianca Kiihnel, special issue
of fewish Art 23/24 (1997-98): 23-33; Priscilla Soucck, “The
Temple of Solomon in Islamic Legend and Art,” in The Tem-
ple of Solomon, ed. Joseph Gutmann (Missoula, MT, 1973),
73-123; Elad, Medicval Jerusalem, 161-63. For the argument
that al-Walid’s Agsa Mosque foregounded the “Islamic func-
tions” of the Dome of the Rock and of the sanctuary as a
whole, supplanting theijr original “political messages,” see
also Rabbat, “Transcultural Meaning,” 71-107. Grabar, too,
made a similar argument in his scminal article from 1959,
“Umayyad Dome ol the Rock,” but has considerably modi-
fied this interprecation in his latest books: see Grabar, Shape
of the Holy, and Grabar, Dome of the Rock.

Ibn Kathir (Aba 'I-Fida’ ‘Imad al-Din), al-Bidaya wa l-nihaya
Ji ‘Hia’rikh, 14 vols. (Cairo, 1932-38), 8:280-81. I have mod-
ified Elad’s translation of sewwarahu and siral as “painted
images” because not all of the “signs” were painted: “They
painted there the picture of alsirat, the Gate of Paradise
and the [ootprint of the Messenger of God (S) and the Val-
ley of Gehenna. And [they also painted] on its gates and in
the [holy] places there.” Sec Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 57 n.
28; Amikam Elad, “Why did ‘Abd al-Malik Build the Dome
of the Rock? A Re-examination of the Muslim Sources,” in
Raby and Johns, Bayt al-Magdis, Part One, 46 n. 69, 51-52.
For references to the Prophet’s [ootprint see Elad, Medizval
Jerusalem, 72-73. The description by Abu Bakr Tbn al-‘Arabi
(not to be confused with the great Andalusian Sufi Muhyi
al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi [d. 1240]), cited below in n. 234, seems
o be the earliest reference (o the Prophet's footprint. The
footprint seen by al-Harawi during the Crusader occupation
is mendoned in n. 235 below; according to Christian sources,
Christ’s footprint was displayed at that time in the Dome of
the Rock (sce n. 170 below). The reliquary on columns is
described in Mamluk sources such as those of al-Suyuti and
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Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali; for translations see Guy Le Strange,
“Description of the Noble Sanctuary at Jerusalem in 1470

A.D., by Kamal (or Shams) ad Din as Suytd,” The fournal of

the Royal Asiatic Society, n. s., 19 (1887): 258; Sauvaire, Chro-
nique de Moudjir-ed-dyn, 106.

For the Falimid arcade described by Nasit-i Khusraw see n.
61 befow. Evliya visiled Jerusalem in Ramadan 1082 (January
1672) and on several other occasions: see Evliya Celebi Seya-
hatnamesi, Vol. 9, ed. Yicel Dagli, Seyit Ali Kahraman, Rob-
ert Dankofl (Istanbul, 2005), 238, On the arcaded stairway,
Evliya saw “the Ggures of scales and balances that have been
represented at this place” (bu mahalde mizan ve lerdzii eskale
tasvir olunmusdur). For the text by al-“Umari and the extant
minbar, which features a domed ciborium with two super-
imposed marble cupolas carried on columns, see Michael
Hamilton Burgoyne, “Summer Pulpit,” in Mamluk Jerusalem:
An Architectural Study (London, 1987}, 319-20; L. A. Mayer,
“A Medieval Arabic Description ol the Haram of [erusalem,”
The Quarierly of the Department of Antiquities in Palestine 1, 1
(1931): 44-51; 1, 2 (1931): 74-85 (the double-domed cibo-
rium is described on p. 48). Burgoyne also cites Myjir al-Din
al-Hanbali's 1496 description of how the qadi Burhan al-Din
“restored” this minbar, which was used [or rainmaking prayers
and on the Muslim feasts. In a mid-sixteenth-century guide-
book, the arcade of the southern stairway is referred (o as
al-mizan (The Scales) and the pilgrim is inscructed to pray
al its mihrab. See Elad, Medicval ferusalem, 168.

Dagli et al., Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 240-41. For the extant
pillar marking the site of the Bridge ot Sirat see (he [old-
oul photograph and elevation drawing, “The East Wall of
al-Haram al-Sharif,” in Ottoman ferusalem: The Living City,
1517-1917, ed. Sylvia Auld and Robert Hillenbrand, 2 vols.
(London, 2000) 1:481, pl. 31.1.

Maqdisi, Kitab al-bad’ wa "Ha’rikh, 2:193-94. Tbn Kathir's and
al-Maqdisi’s commenits are cited together with a list of ascet-
ics and Sufis who visited Jerusalem in Goitein, EJI2, s.v. “al-
Kuds.”

The places of these buildings are not specified, but they
seem (o be located within the Haram complex. Cited and
discussed in Kaplony, Haram of ferusalem, 401-3. Nasir-1 Khus-
raw describes Suft convents abutting the north wall of the
precinct during the Fatmid period: ibid., 632-36.
Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Muqaddasi, Ahsan alk-tagasim fi ma‘vifal
al-agalim (Leiden, 1866); al-Muqaddasi, Aksan al-tagasim fi
ma‘rifat al-agalim = La Meillewre repastition pour la connaissance
des provinces, rans. André Miquel (Damascus, 1963), 145-52,
197-99; wans. Guy Le Strange as “Description of the Prov-
ince of Syria, including Palestine, by Mukaddasi,” in Palestine
Pilgrim’s Text Society (London, 1896), 1-5, 21-23, 34-50.
TFor the “eastern Mihrab of David,” mentioned in a tradition
that concludes with the isnad (chain of transmission) of Kha-
lid b. Ma‘dan (d. 721-22) see Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 63,
137. Among sevcral options on the Haram, the most widely
accepted Mihrab of David is the one on the south wall: see
fig. 3(42]. For the Rock on the central raised platform (dikka)
of the mosque of Jerusalem, called the “Rock of Moses,” see
Muhammad Ibn Hawqal, La Configuration de la terre = Kitab
Stral al-Avd, trans. |. H. Kramers and G. Wiet, 2 vols. (Paris,
2001), 1:168.

52,

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

Traditions idenlifying Silwan and Zamzam as the springs
of Paradise arc discussed in Elad, Medieval ferusalem, 80-81.
For the Arabic text and translation of al-Harawi’s guidebook
sce A Lonely Wayfurer’s Guide lo Pilgrimage: ‘Alz ibn Ab: Bakr al-
Harawt's Kitab al-Isharat ila Ma‘rifat al-Ziyarat, trans. Josef W.
Meri (Princeton, 2004), 74=75.

Cited from al-Azdi’s history in Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 48.
For vraditions on the well and a mid-sixtcench-century guide-
hook, in which it is referred to as “Solomon’s Well,” see Elad,
Medieval ferusalem, 169.

Al-Muqaddasi mentions mosaics {fusayfisé’) on the mosquc’s
back part, or north wall; textual sources around that cme
on the Agsa Mosque are cited in Kaplony, Horam of Jerusa-
lem, 538-58. Far the hypothetical reconstruction plan of the
Marwanid phase of the Agsa Mosque featuring a domed cen-
al nave, see Gralman and Rosen-Ayalon, “Two Greal Syr-
ian Umayyad Mosques,” 6, fig. 5. The plausible presence of
a domed space, possibly with mosaics and a mihrab niche,
is also proposcd in Johns, “House of the Prophet,” 59.

For the rawda in the Medina Mosque, see Muhammad Shafi,
“A Descriplion of the Two Sanctuaries of Islam by Ibn ‘Abd
Rabbihi (d. 940)," in A Volume of Oriental Studies Presented to
Edward G. Browne, ed. T. W, Arnold and Reynold A. Nichol-
son (Cambridge, 1922), 434. A special sacredness is attrib-
uted in traditions (o the part of the hijr that lies between Lhe
rukn and magam at the Meccan sanctoary; it functioned as
a place for oaths and was the burial site of Ishmael, Hagar
and several prophets. See Rubin, “The Ka‘ba,” 108-9.

For the attribution of the arcaded stairways to ‘Abd al-Malik’s
ume see Rosen-Ayalon, Early Istamic Monuments, 30-32; John
Wilkinson, Column Capitals in al-Huram al-Sharif ([erusalem,
1987), 21-22. The inscription on the western stairway arcade
refers to a builder (albanna’) named Alunad b. Abi Balku:
see Burgoyne, Mamluk Jerusalem, 46 n. 69. For al-Baghdadi's
dream see lbn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-magdis, 177 no. 249;
cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 397. The term maqam
is also used by Nasir< Khusraw (see n. 61 below) for the late
Fatimid arcaded colonnades; these are discussed in Kaplony,
Haram of Jerusalem, 682-98.

On the places of Puradise and the Fire, see al-Wisiti, Fad@’il
al-bayl al-mugaddas, 70 no. 114. Traditions simijlar Lo this one
are discussed below.

1bn Hawqal, La Configuration de la terre, 167—-68; Nasir-i Khus-
raw, Safurnama, cd. Mahmud Ghanizada (Berlin, 1922-23),
28-45; W. M. Thackston Jr., Naser-¢ Khosraw’s Book of Trav-
els (Safarnama) (Albany, NY, 1986), 23-35. For the Haram'’s
transformations in the Fatimid period (969-1099) sce Grabar,
Dome of the Rock, 121-57; Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 135-69;
Burgoyne, Mamluk- ferusalem, 43-49; Kaplony, Haram of Jeru-
salem, 558-789.

For the suggestion that the collapse of the dome over the
Rock may have prompted al-Wasiti to collect traditions in
praise of Jerusalem as a “fundraising campaign” for restora-
tion work see Isaac Hasson, “Muslim Literature in Praise of

Jerusalem: Fad@’il Bayt al-Magdis,” in The ferusalem Cathedra,

ed. Lee Levine, 3 vols. (Jerusalem and Detroit, 1981-83),
1:173. The emergence of the fada’il literature on Jerusalem
is analyzed in Suleiman A. Mourad, “A Note on the Origin
of Fadd’il Bayt al-Magdis Corpilations,” Al-Abhath 44 (1996):
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31-48. The books of Ibn al-Murajja and al-Wasit, cited above
in nn. 16 and 29, also contain scctions on the merits of Syria
and Hebron.

For mihrabs at the Dome of the Chain; at Gabriel’s Dome;
and a1 the magjids of David, the Cradle of Jesus, and the Gate
of the Divine Presence sce Thackston, Book of Travels, 26, 29,
32. Qurianic inscriptions idendfying the Mihrab of Zechariah
aL the northeast corner of the precinct and referring to the
mihrabs of Zechariah and Mary at the Cradle of Jesus are
mentioned in ibid., 25-26. The double gate known Loday as
the Golden Gate was formerly the Gate of Mercy; it came o
be called the Gate of Repentance and Mercy during the late
Fatmid period. Before its namc migrated to the Golden Gate,
the Gate of Repentance was situated 1o the south, near the
Mihrab of Mary (incorporated into the late Fatimid masjid
of the Cradle of [csus).

Thackston, Book of Travels, 26, 28, 33; Nasir-i Khusraw,
Safarnama, 35-37, 44.

Thacksion, Book of Truvels, 29-33; Nasir4 Khusraw, Safarnama,
39-43.

For Ibn al-‘Arabi's reference to the Prophet’s [ootprint see
n. 234 below. On the controversy concerning the intended
victim of Abraham'’s sacrifice (Isaac or Ishmact) see n. 90
below. Thackston, Book of Travels, 23, 29-30, 32-33; Nasir-i
Khusraw, Safarnama, 31, 41-43. Epiphanios’ reference to the
Rock as the “iavisibly suspended stone” is cited in Kaplony,
Haram of Jerusalem, 581.

On the carly date of fad@’il traditions see M. |. Kister, “A
Comment on the Antquity of Traditions Praising Jerusa-
lem,” in The Jerusalem Cathedra, 1:185-86; Mourad, “A Note
on the Origin of Fadd’il Bayt al-Magdis Compilations,” 31-48;
Ofet Livne-Kafri, “A Note on Some Traditions of Fada’il
al-Quds,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 14 (1991): 71-83;
Hasson, “Muslim View of Jerusalem,” 365-67, 383-85. For
Mugqatil's exegesis and the tradidons on Jerusalem included
therein see Muqatil ibn Sutayman al-Balkhi, Tafsir Mugatil ibn
Sulayman, ed. ‘Abd Allah Mahmad Shahata, 4 vols. (Cairo,
1969-87) 2: 513-15. For translations of these traditions see
Hasson, “Muslim View of Jerusalem,” 383-85. Muqadil’s lec-
wres at the Aqsa Mosque are mentioned in Duri, “Jerusalem
in the Early Islamic Period,” 114. The theological institution
created by the Umayyads was the qussas, whose position had
been fixed by Mu‘awiya and became officially established in
mosques under ‘Abd al-Malik. See Josef van Ess, “Early Devel-
opment of Kalam,” in Studies on the First Century of Islamic
Society, ed. G. H. A. Juynboll (Carbondale and Edwardsville,
1982), 123.

al-Wasitl, Fada’il al-bay! al-mugaddas, 86-87 no. 140; Ibn
al-Murajja, Fada'il bayt al-magdis, 229 no. 338; 259-64 no. 399.
Cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 320, 327, 329, 370.

M. Plessner [A.Rippin], £/2, s.v. “Mukadl b. Sulayman.” For
raditions on Jerusalem cited hy Mugatil, see Muqatil, Tefstr,
2:513-15; these are translated in Hasson, “Muslim View of
Jerusalem,” 383-85. Additional (radilions are incorporated
into Muqatil’s exegesis ol suras in other volumes. Muqa-
til was selected by the Umayyad governor Nasr b, Sayyar to
negotiate with the revolutionary Harith b. Surayy, whose exe-
cuted secretary, Jahm b. Safwan, had once engaged Muqatil
in a theological dispute about whether “God can be located

67.

68.

69.

70.

on His Throne or whether he is & fi makan [without a loca-
tion].” See van Lss, “Karly Development of Kalam,” 119. On
al-Walid b. Hammad b. Jabir al-Ramli, who may have writien
a lost fada’il weatise on Jerusalem, and on other ninth-cen-
tury Syrian-Palestinian transmitters of local traditons that
are recorded in al-Wasiti's and Ibn al-Murajja’s treadises, see
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 14-22; Mourad, “A Note on the Ori-
gin of Fada’il Bayt al-Magdis Compilations,” 3]1-48 (an appen-
dix on 42-43 lists al-Ramli’s informants).

The tradition is alributed (0 Wahhb b. Munabbih, who also
locates Jacob’s dream on the Rock: see Ibn al-Faqih, Mukhtasar
kitab al-buldan, 97-100; Massé, fbn al-Fagih, 120-23, For “Kursi
Sulaymin” see Elad, Medicval ferusalem, 82—-85. The Ayyubid
“Dome of Solomon” and the rock inside are described in
Hawari, Ayyubid Jerusalem, 103-11. On David's Mihrab sece
Thackston, Book of Travels, 34; Nasir-i Khusraw, Safarnama, 45;
and n. 51 above. Nasir-i Khusraw reports that God accepted
David’s repentance at the Gate of Mercy and Repentance on
the eastern side—probably because the name of the southerm
Gale of Repentance migrated to the east alter it wax walled
up in the late Fatimid period: see Thackston, Book of Travels,
25; Nasir-i Khusraw, Safarnama, 33-44.

For Mugqatil’s commentary on Sura 17 and waditions he cites
in connection with it on the merits of Jerusalem sec his Tafsb,
2: 313-56; translated in Hasson, “Muslim View of Jerusalem,”
383-85. On the date around 70 (689-90) and the context ol
the hadith transmitted by al-Zuhri, sce Elad, Medieval Jerusa
lem, 153-57. This hadith, which was reported in 1the names
of several transmitters, including al-Zuhri, underwent maodi
fications: see M. J. Kister, “You Shall Only Set Out [or Three
Mosques,” Le Muséon 82 (1969): 173-96.

For traditions on Jerusalem recorded by Muqadil sce n. GR
above. See also the exegesis of verse 50:41 in Muqatil, Tafsir,
4:116. Muqadil does not specify the Qur’anic verse in which
the “Rock of Bayt al-Maqdis” is cited. Hasson thinks (his is
a reference o the rock mentioned in the Sura of The Cave
(Qur’an 18:63): see Hasson, “Muslim Vicw of Jerusalem,” 383
n. 1. On ihat rock, Moscs and his companion met “the onc
gifted with knowledge of God,” al-Khidr, at the site marking
the confluence of the two seas (majma’ al-bakrayn). The tra-
dition reporied from Abu al-‘Aliya in al-Wasiti’s book is trans-
lated in Hasson, “Muslim Literature,” 181: “When Allah, glori-
fied be He, said ‘unto the land we had blessed for all beings,’
He meant that all sweet water originates from the Rock.”
Ibn al-Faqih, Mukhtasar kitah al-buddan, 93-97; Massé, Ibn
al-Faqih al-Hamadhani, 115-24; al-Wasiti, Fada’il al-bay!
al-muqaddas, 61-62 no. 98; 70-75 nos. 114-19; Ibn al-Murajja,
Fad@’il bayt al-magdis, 104 nos. 108-9; 108-10 nos. 120-23;
208-13 nos. 299-310. For the ascension of God from the
Rock, see Josel van Ess, ““Abd al-Malik and the Dome of the
Rock: An Analysis of Some Texts,” in Raby and Johns, Bay!
al-Magdis, Part One, 89-103. For craditions ascribed to Kab
al-Ahbar (d. 650s) in al-Wasiti’s and Ibn al-Murajja’s books
about the setting of the divine Thronc on the Rock at the
end of timc sce Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 162-63; Kaplony,
Haram of Jerusalem, 351-62. There are references in the
Qur’an to God'’s ascent to heaven (Qur'an 2:29; 13:2; 25:39;
4]:11) and o the descent of the divine Throne on the Day
of Judgment (Qur’an 69:17).
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For the Rock's complaint to God about its reduced status
when the qibla was transferred to Mecca, and the reassuring
response given (o it by God concernjng the cxalted role it
would play on the Last Day as the site of the divine Throne,
see J. W. Hirschberg, “The Sources of Moslem Traditons
concerning Jerusalem,” Rocznik Orientalisticzny 17 (1951-52):
326-27. For a complaint made by the Ka‘ba to God see
M. J. Kister, “On ‘Concessions’ and Conduct: A Study in Early
Haduh,” in Juynboll, Studies on the First Century of Islumic Sociely,
98. On the Day of Resurrection, the Black Stonc of the Ka‘ba,
which originated in Paradise, will have two eyes and a tongue
o intercede on behall of pilgrims, according to the Mullaga
al-abhur, a compendium of Hanafi jurisprudence compiled
by [brahim b. Muhammaud al-Halabi (d. 1549), which was
widely used in the Ottoman Empire. For the Turkish trans-
lation and Arabic text see Miiltehd Terciimesi, Mevkifdl, trans.
Ahmed Davudoglu (Istanbul, 1990), 387. The Mamluk authors
al-Suyuti and Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali mention the “Tongue
of the Rock” at the cave entrance: see Le Sirange, “Descrip-
tion of the Noble Sanctuary,” 259; Sauvaire, Chronique de
Moudjired-dyn, 106. The Rock’s tongue is also listed among
pilgrimage stations in a mid-sixteenth-century guidebook
summarized in Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 167.

Ascribed Lo the Prophet’s companions ‘Ubada b. al-Samit
and Rafi® b. Hadij: see al-Wasiti, Fuda’il al-bayt al-mugaddas,
70-71 no. 115; Ibn al-Murajja, Fud@’il bayt at-maqdis, 109 no.
121. Translated in Hirschberg, “Sources of Moslem Tradi-
tons,” 330. According to a variant of this tradition in the
name of Sawada b. ‘A al-Hadrani, when God was seated
on the Rock after having created the earth, He pointed out
several places before ascending to heaven: “This w the west
is Paradise; this o the east is the Lire (of Hell); and this is
the place of My Scales of Justice, for I am God, the Judge on
Judgment Day.” See Hirschberg, “Sources of Moslem Tradi-
tions.” 329-30. For other variants sec Hirschberg, “Sources
of Moslem Traditions,” 326-27; Ibn al-Faqih, Mukhtasar kitab
al-buldan, 99-97; Massé, /bn al-Foqih, 118-19; al-Wasiq, Fada’il
al-bayl al-mugaddas, 70-72 nos. 114 and 116; Ibn al-Murajja,
Fad#’il bayt al-magdis, 104 nos. 108 and 109.

These divine utterances are quoted from the Torah by Ka‘b
al-Ahbar (d. 650s); they also refer o walls of gold, silver, and
gems thac will be raised around Bayt al-Maqdis. See al-Wasiti,
Fad@’il al-bayl al-mugaddas, 71-73 nos. 116 and 118; Ibn
al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-magdis, 109-10, 308-9 nos. 122-23,
300, 301. Pardally cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 319-20,
362. The tradidon about the Rock’s expansion as a white coral
is reported from Abu Idris al-Khawlani (d. 699), who was
qadi of Damascus under ‘Abd al-Malik and one ol the qurrd’
(Qur’an reciters and transmitters of traditions) of Syria-Pal-
estine. See Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-maqdis, 104 no. 108;
a shorter variant is on 104 no. 109. According Lo Muqatil’s
commentary on the Quran, at the end of time the earth “will
be laid out new and white, as if it were silver” (Qur’an 99:2).
See Frederik Leemhuis, EQ, s.v. “Apocalypse.”

Gil, History of Palestine, 96, 102: “*Abd al-Malik and his sons
wrned the Temple Mount into 2 magnet...and this is where
the process of sancsification began”; “this aura of santty was
the direct consequence of the great building enterprise of
‘Abd al-Malik and his sons.”

‘Abd al-Malik was able to build the Dome of the Rock “just
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because these traditions were alive and current among the
inhabitants of Palestine and Syria,” according to Hirschberg,
“Sources of Moslem Traditions,” 317, 320-21. The Rock
attracted a muliitude ol “cosmologic and ethico-historical
traditions (hat were probably in circulation locally at the time
of the Umayyad building activities,” before the codification
of hadith literature: see Angelika Neuwirth, “The Spiritual
Meaning of Jerusalem in Isian,” in Cily of the Great King: Jeru-
salem from David lo the Present, ed. Nitza Rosovsky (Cambridge,
MA, and London, 1996), 109. The already existing local belief
about God having set up His Throne in Jerusalem at the time
of the creation was strengthened by the building activities of
‘Abd al-Malik and al-Walid and quickly acquired a Muslim
identity of its own, according to van Ess, ““Abd al-Malik,” 99.
See also Llad, Medieval Jerusalem, 13-14; Duri, “Jerusalem in
the Early Islamic Period,” 108-11; Hawting, st Dynasiy of
Islam, 59-61; Rabbat, “Transcultural Meaning,” 83, 87.

In a radidon ascribed to the Jewish convert Ka‘b al-Ahbar,
when Jerusalem complains about the destruction of her sanc-
tuary (al-bayt, house), God consoles her, saying, “I manifest to
you a new Torah, which means the Koran, and new inhabit-
ants, which means the nation of Muhammad, peace be upon
him. They will hover over you like the hovering ol the eagle,
and they will long for you as the dove longs for its eggs, and
they will enter you prostrating and bowing.” See Livne-Kafri,
“A Note on Some Traditions,” 82. The reference here to the
Qur’anic hifla passage (2:58), associated in Muqalil's exege-
sis with Jerusalem and identified in other texts with the Gate
of Remission {(bdb hitta) ar the Haram, turns the rebuilt Mus-
lirn sanceuary into the realization of a preordained divine
scheme signaling the establishment of a “new covenanc” with
the Muslims, who unlike the disobedient Children of Israel
will submissively obey the divine commands. See¢ Uri Rubin,
Between the Bible, 83-91. Traditions on “‘Umar's “discovery” of
the Rock are analyzed in Busse, ““Omar b. al-Hatab in Jeru-
salem”; Suliman Bashear, “The Title Farizg and Iis Associa-
tion with ‘Umar,” Studia Islamica 72 (1990): 47-70. Regard-
ing collective memory and the Holy Sepulcher see Maurice
Halbwachs, On Collective Memory, trans. Lewis A. Coser (Chi-
cago and London, 1992), 87, 213-19.

Hovland, Seeing Islam, 48-49; Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 6-7.
Annabel Jane Wharton, Refiguring the Post Classical City: Dura
Europos, Jerash, Jerusalem and Ravenna (Cambridge, 1995), 99;
Hirschberg, “Sources of Moslem Traditions,” 333.

Ibn Kathiv, al-Bidaya wa ‘l-nihaya fi "Fta’rikh, 8:280; translated
in Elad, Medseval Jerusalem, 57.

As translated from Sibc b. al-Jawzi, Mir’at al-zaman, based on
a report by al-Waqidi (d. 823) thac was derived from Hisham
b. Muhammad al-Kalbi (d. 819 or §21) via his [ather Muham-
mad b. al-Sa’ib al-Kalbi (d. 763), whose own father was a par-
tisan of Ibn al-Zubayr. See Llad, Medieval Jerusalem, 53-54.
Johns, “Archaeology and the History of Early Islam,” 425;
Elad, “Why Did Abd al-Malik Build the Dome of the Rock?,”
33-58. The scholarly debate on this issue is analyzed in Llad,
Medieval Jerusalem, 149-63. Elad concludes that “Abd al-Malik
built the Dome of the Rock o “divert the hajj from Mecca
to Jerusalem,” because of the association of the Dome’s site
both “with the Last Days and with the Temple of Solomon.”
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 161.

Goitein rejected the allegation that *Abd al-Malik forbade
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the hajj to Mecca as anti-Umayyad propaganda: sce Shel
omo Dov Goitein, “The Historical Background Jor the Free-
tion of the Dome of the Rock,” Journal of the American Oriental
Society 70, 2 (1950): 104-8; Goitein, Ef2, s.x. “al-Kuds.” Fol
lowing Goitein, Grabar disagreed with Creswell's view 1hat
the Dome of the Rock was built on the site of the Prophet’s
Ascension Lo abolish the Meccan hajj; see Grabar, *“Umayyad
Dome of the Rock.” I concur with Hirschberg's assessiment
that the prohibiion may have becn real, and that it was «
measure legitimized by the war against Ibn al-Zubayr, vather
than meant to abolish the hajj for all time. Sce Hirschbery,
“Sources of Moslem Tradidons,” 318-19. For he differing
view that “Ibn al-Zubayr’s revolt had nothing o do with the
building of the Dome of the Rock, contrary to the opinion ol
some positivist historians,” see Rabbat, “Transcultural Mean-
ing,” 81.

For a report that denounces as an “innovation” the introduc-
tion of the ta’if ritual ac the Dome of the Rock in the days
of ‘Abd al-Malik, when people gathered there on the Day
of ‘Arafa and performed the wugif (a “standing” ceremony
held on the plain of ‘Arafat), see Kister, “On ‘Concessions"
and Conduct,” 104-5. For my revisionist interpretation of al-
Ya‘qubi’s statement about the citcumambulation of the Rock
until the end of the Umayyad dynasty, sec n. 39 above.
al-Tabari, The History of al-Tabart = Ta’rikh alrusul wa Tmulik,
vol. 12, The Batile of al-Qadisiyyah and the Conquest of Syvia and
Palestine, trans. Yohanan Friedman (Albany, 1992), 194-95;
discussed in Rubin, Between the Bible, 56-57. For a version of
this tradition quoted from Ka‘b al-Ahbar, in which ‘Umar pre-
fers to build the mosque ac the south of the Rock because
Muslims are entitled Lo the “front parts” of mosques, see
Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt almagdis, 132 no. 162: cited in
Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 377-78. According to another
version, ‘Umar rejected Ka‘b’s proposal to join the two giblas
(at-qiblatayn) by declaring that the Rock is the “qibla of Moses,”
not the “qibla of Muhammad™: see Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt
al-magdis, 53 no. 39; cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem,
353.

As quoted from ‘Ata’ al-Khurasani in al-Wasiti, translated in
Hasson, *Muslim Literature,” 177-78.

Ibn al-Murajja, Fud@’il bayt al-maqdis, 174 no. 246; cited in
Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 229-30.

On the reduced sanctity of Jerusalem under the Abbasids
see the introcduction by Hasson in al-Wasitl, Fad@’il al-bayt
al-mugaddas, 16-21; Kister, “You Shall Only Set Out”; Hava
Lazarus-Yafeh, “The Sanctity of Jerusalem in Islam,” in Some
Religious Aspects of Islam (Leiden, 1981), 58-71; Moshe Sharon,
“The ‘Praises of Jerusalem' as a Source for the Early History
ol Islam,"” Bibliotheca Ovientalis 49, 1-2 (1992): 56-68. Nasir-i
Khusraw’s report is wranslated in Thackston, Book of Travels,
21.

The famous essay by the Mamluk scholar Ibn Taymiyya (d.
1328) on rules of conduct for visiting the sanctuary tn Jeru-
salem sanctions only ritual prayer (salat) and the prayer of
pardon (ghafr) al the Agsa Mosque, following the precedent
set by the caliph “Umar I. He criticizes other rituals as “inno-
vations,” namely, ritual prayer in the direction of the qibla
of the Rock, circumambulating the Rock, slaughtering ani-
mals for sacrifice near the Rock, holding the ritual of tarif
there on the day of ‘Arafa, making a pilgrimage Lo it for the
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tulfthment of vows, and combining the pilgrimage (o Mecea
with vt to Jerasadem He rejects the precinet’s status as o
Huram; refuses to belleve that one can see cither the Proph-
et dootprint on the Rock or the imprint ol his turban on
the Rock’s underside facing the cave; disapproves ol repre-
sentations of the signy of the Last Day such as (he Bridge of
Sivat, the Scales, or the barrier between Paradise and Fleld
indicated on the precineCs east wadl; and condemns the glo-
vitication of the Chain, Nevertheless, he accepts the sanclo-
ary's importance as the site of the Girst qibla and the Proph-
ci's Night Journey and Ascension, as welb as its eschawological
role during the Last Judgment. Sce Henrik Olesen Niels, Culte
des saints el pelevinages chez e Taymiyya (661/1263-728/1328)
(Paris, 1991); Charles ). Matthews, “A Muslim kconoclast (Ibn
Tayniiyyeh) on the "Merits' of Jerusalem and Palestine,” four-
nal of the Amevicar Orviental Society 56 (1936): 1-21; Hasson,
“Musliin Litevawre,” 176=77. The lact that Ibn Taymiyya’s
aritique was not well received and he died in prison signals
the ongoing popular veneration of the pilgrimage complex:
similar critiques were made by some scholars in the Mamluk
and Ottoman periods: see M. J. Kister, “Sanctity Joint anc
Divided: On Holy Places in the Islamic Tradition,” Jerusa-
lem Stucdies in Arabic and Islam 20 (1996): 18-65; L. A. Maycr,
“A Sequel to Mujir ad-Din’s Chronicle,” The fournal of the Pal-
estine Oriental Society 11, 2 (1931): 7-12; Moshe Perlmann,
“A Sevenleenth-Century Exhortation Concerning al-Aqsi,”
Israel Oriental Studies 3 (1973): 261-92. The sequel Lo Mujir
al-Din al-Hanbali’s chronicle, covering thirteen ycars begin-
ning with 901 (1495-96), includes an exhortadon to pilgrims
(pp- 7-11) not 1o touch or kiss the Rock or the cave under-
neath while asking for God's forgiveness, or to perform ritu-
als at the Rock that resemble those of the Meccan hajj, such
as circumambuladng it; pilgrims are also instructed not to
venerate sites like the Dome of the Scales (qubbat al-mizan),
the Market of Understanding (aswagq alma‘rifa, fig. 3(43]),
the Cradle of Jesus, and the Gate of Remission (bab hitta)—
indeed, the pilgrim should enter the sanctuary from any
gate but this one!

For the argument that the Dome of the Rock was intended by
‘Abd al-Malik as a “contender for the role of the Muslim sanc-
tuary,” a status it failed to achieve when the Ka‘ha came under
his control, see Hawting, First Dynasty, 60-61, This argument
is adopted, with the conglusion that the Dome of the Rock
was a failed expertment, in Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 95~100,
126. The fluid nature of the pilgrimage rites to Mecca and
the architectural ransformations the Ka‘ba underwent dur-
ing the second civil war do not, in my view, support the con-
clusion that the Meccan hajj was not a fixed feature of Mus-
lim belief at thut time. See Ibn Ishaq, The Life of Muhammad.:
A Translation of Ishag’s Strat Rasit Allah, trans. A. Guillaume
(London and New York, 1955), 135. For the joint gibla tra-
dition and others claiming that the Prophet prayed towards
Jerusatem only after moving Lo Medina Lo please the Jews see
Ruabin, “Ka‘ba,” 103-4 n. 29.

The Ka‘ba is accompanied by the magam of Abraham, featur-
ing a stone with his [ootprints and commemorating the con-
struction of the sanctuary, which, according to the Qur’an,
God had commanded Abrahiam and his son Ishmael to build.
The Dome of the Rock is near Abraham's Cave, where he
used to worship God, and ‘Abd al-Malik may have attempted
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to link the Rock with the sacrifice of Isaac. For the horns of
Abraham's ram hanging on a chain above the Rock in Mar-
wanid times, and the controversy concerning whecher the
intended victim of Abraham's sacrifice was supposcd to be
Isaac ot Ishmael, see Nasser Rabbat, “The Dome of the Rock
Revisited: Some Remarks on al-Wasiti’s Account,” Mugamas 10
(1993): 71-73; Uri Rubin, “Hanifiyya and Ka‘ba: An Inquiry
into the Arabian Pre-Islamic Background of Din Ihyahim,” feru-
salem Studies in Arabic and Istam 13 (1990): 87-112; Suliman
Bashear, “Abraham’s Sacrifice of his Son and Related Issues,”
Der Islam 67, 2 (1990): 243-77. The pro-Isaac view was preva-
lent among the Muslims of Syria-Palestine, according to the
theologian John of Damascus (d. ca. 750), and Muqatil’s cxe-
gesis locates the sacrifice of Isaac in Jerusalem: sce Rubin,
“Hanifiyya and Ka‘ba,” 264-63, 277 n. 180. Nasir-i Khusraw
saw Isaac’s footprints imprinted on the Rock at the time he
was there wich his facher, Abraham (for the sacrifice): see n.
63 above. The Persian chronicle of Mu‘ali written in 1474
refers (o the footprints of the Prophetand of Ishmael on the
Rock: see n. 205 below. Later on, Sayyid ‘Ali al-Husayni’s mid-
sixteenth-century Persian guidebook mentions the prescnce
of Abraham’s sacrificial knile at the Dome of the Rock. See
Rachel Milstein, “Kitab Shawg-nama—An Iustrated Tour of
Holy Arabia,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 25 (2001):
317.

[ am not convinced by the widespread presumption that the
connection between the Propher’s Night Journey and the sanc-
tuary in Jerusalem did not exist until al-Walid’s completion
of the Aqsa Mosque (ca. 715) or even later. See references in
n. 43 above, particularly the articles ol Busse. As Hirschberg
argucs, there is no reason to assume that the interpretation
of Qur’an 17:1 as a relerence to a celestial sanctuary preceded
the one linking it with the Agsa Mosque in Jerusalem: sec his
“Sources of Moslem Traditions,” 338-42. It scems reasonable
Lo me that among the diverse coexisting interpretations, the
one connecting “the Furthest Place of Prayer” with Jerusalem
(accepted in Muqatil’s exegesis) must have been prevalent in
Syria-Palestine by the late seventh century. The assumpdon
of a monolinear evolution 1s not warranted; instead, compet-
ing traditions that never became entirely resolved coexisted
simultaneously. Pedersen concludes thac the Muslims recog-
nized the holiness of (he Jerusalem sanctuary early on, as is
evident from the first qibla and the “traditional interpreta-
tion” of Qur'an 17:1, “according to B. Schrieke and Horo-
vitz a place of prayer in heaven.” Pedersen adds, “It must
therefore have been natural for the conquerors to seek out
the recognized holy place” as ‘Umar did in 638: Pedersen,
EI2, s.v. “Masdjid.” The heavenly sanctuary idea was eventu-
ally rejected by most exegetical collections on the Qur’an
and biographies of the Prophet; remnants of it remained in
Shifi literaturc, which tried o diminish the saictity of Jeru-
salem to glorify Kufa: see Hasson, “Muslim View of Jerusa-
lem.” 355. Although Grabar initially argued that the Proph-
et's Night Journey (isr@’) was linked with the sanctuary in
Jerusalem after al-Walid’s consuwruction of the Agsa Mosque,
he now belicves that the identification of the Haram with
the first gqibla of Islam, the Prophet’s Night Journey, and the
place of God’s return at the Last Judgment began to take root
in Jerusalem between 640 and 690. Cf. Grabar’s “Umayyad
Dome of the Rock” and Shape of the Holy, 48-49, 114.
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Tammam b. Ghalib al-Farazdaq, Sharh Diwan al-Farazdaq, ed.
Muhammad Isma‘il "Abd Allah al-Sawi, 2 vols. (Cairo, 1936),
2: 566. For the Arabic text and a fuller transladon sec Nadia
Jamil, “Caliph and Qutb: Poetry as a Source for Interpret-
ing the Transformation of the Byzantine Cross on Steps on
Umayyad Coinage,” in Johns, Bayt al-Magdis, Parl Two, 56.
The wwo sanctuaries “are referred to as being on the same
level,” according to Kister, “You Shall Only Ser Out,” 182.
However, as Rabbat poines out, the wording of this verse, in
a poem describing the hajj procession led by ‘Abd al-Malik
in 694, clearly implies that the House in Aclia is not equal
in sanctity o the Ka‘ba. See Rabbat, “Transcultural Mean-
ing,” 8L.

Ibn al-Murajja, Fuda’il bayt al-magdis, 253 no. 386. The same
tradition is included in al-Wasili. For a slighdy different trans-
ladon sce Hasson, “Muslim Literature,” 179. The expulsion
of the Umayyads from Medina may have embittered ‘Abd
al-Malik, according to Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 22, 26. For
the attempt by Mu‘awiya and ‘Abd al-Malik o transfer the
Prophet's minbar from the Mosque of the Prophet in Med-
ina to Syria-Palcstine (which is reported by al-Tabari), see
Elad, Medieval ferusalem, 148.

For an overview of the controversy see Lilad, Medicval Jerusa-
lem, 147-63; Elad, “Why did ‘Abd al-Malik Build the Dome
of the Rock?,” 33-58; Hawting, First Dynasty, 60-61.

This tradition is reported by the descendants of Thabit b.
Istanibiyadh al-Farisi al-Khumsi (one of the servants of the Mar-
wanid sancwary) on the authority of ‘Abd al-Maljk’s building
supervisors Raja’ h. Haywa and Yazid b. Salam. See al-Wasiti,
Fad&’il al-bayl almuqaddas, 80-81 no. 136, and a longer ver-
sion, combining several traditions, in Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il
bayt al-magdis, 58-62 no. 47. The short version is extensively
analyzed in Rabbat, “Dome of the Rock Revisjted,” 68-71. A
variant of the same tradition, recorded by Sibt al-Jawzi via
al-Wagqidi (d. 832), is translated in Elad, Medieval ferusalem,
53-56.

Sharon, “Praiscs of Jerusalem,” 58-59. Grabar states thac
this tradition, “from which all pious senuments are absernl,
is clearly a later reacton to an existing building,” and that
it should noc be taken oo literally. See Grabar, Shape of the
Holy, 115 n. 142. According to Rabbat, the simple explanation
shows that the reader already knows the significance of the
Rock, which ‘Abd al-Malik was “honoring as a venerated and
possibly sacred object” in addition to claiming “an imperial
presence.” Sce Rabbat, “Transcultural Meaning,” 85-87.

[t was reportedly Ka‘h’s nephew Nawl al-Bikali who informed
‘Abd al-Malik about this tradition. See al-Wasid, Fad@’il al-bayt
al-mugaddas, 23 no. 28; Ibn al-Murajja, Fuda’il bayt al-maqdis,
187 no. 267: translated in Hasson, “Muslim Literature,” 181;
Livne-Kafri, “Muslim Traditions,” 184; Isaac Hasson, EQ, s.v.
“Last Judgment.”

Ibn al-Murvajja, Fada’il bayt al-magdis, 63—64 no. 50. A vari-
ant refers to the Torah instead of the Holy Books, and lacks
the last sentence. Sce al-Wasitl, Feda’il al-bayt al-mugaddas, 86
no. 138: cited in Livne-Kafri “A Note on Somc Traditions,”
82-83; Sharon, “Praises of Jerusalem,” 59; Rubin, Between the
Bible, 19, 23; Hassou, “Muslim Literature,” 179; Elad, Medieval
Jerusalem, 162-63; Bussc “Temple in Jerusalem,” 25; Kaplony,
Haram of Jerusalem, 361-62. Kaplony proposes a new read-
ing for mulkaha l-awwela as malikaha "lawwala, according Lo
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which God will restore Jerusalem “1o its first king,” David,
and “crown him with gold, silver and corals,” before bring-
ing His people back to it. Although both readings are pos-
sible, I prefer the earlier one because the tradition is clearly
concerneg with che rebuilding of Jerusalem as an apocalyptic
sign: see Ibn al-Murajja’s chapter on the “signs of the ead of
time,” 208-10 nos. 300, 301-304; Suliman Bashear, “Apoca-
lyptic and Other Materials on Early Muslim-Byzantine Wars:
A Review of Arabic Sourvces,” fournal of the Royal Asialic Sori-
ety, 3rd ser., 1, 2 (1991): 176. Moreover, the Umayyad caliphs
did noc wear crowns; for a seventh-century Maronite chron-
icler who says “Mu‘awiya did not wear a crown like other
kings in the world,” seec Hoyland, Seving fsiam, 136.

For a comparable prophccy concerning ‘Umar’s clearing of
the Rock, which had been prediciled by a sage long ago, see
Basheuar, “Tide Farig,” 47-70. The end of Ka'b’s prophecy
alludes to “an important efement in Jewish eschatology: the
‘House of David’”: see Livne-Kafri, “A Note on Some Tradi-
dons,” 83. The predestined replacement of the demolished
Temple with 2 new Muslim sanctuary is also prophesied in
other traditions with messianic overtones. Although there is
no reason to assume thac these Lradidons were promulgated
at the time of “Abd al-Malik, they do reflect popular percep-
tions that connect the rise of Istam with building activities
at the former Temple Mount. In one of these traditions,
reported by Ibn Sa‘d (d. 845) quoting a man of Jewish ori-
gin, Muhammad b. Ka'b al-Qurazi, God announces to Jacob,
“I shall send from your descendants kings and prophets, till
1 send the Prophet of the haram {Meccal,” the “Seal of the
Prophets,” whose “nation will build the Temple (haykal) of
Jerusalem.” Livne-Kafri, “A Note on Some Traditions,” 82.
Hoyland, Seeing Islam, 72-73, 92-103, 307-21; Flori, L’Islam
el la fin des temps, 111-47; Flusin, “I.’Esplanade du Temple,”
17-31; Bernard Flusin, “Démons et Sarvasins: L'auccur et le
propos dcs Ditgemala stériktika d'Anastase le Sinaite,” Travaux
el Mémowres 11 (1991): 381-409. For Christian apocalyptc
prophecies that the Antichrist would rebuild Solomon’s Tem-
ple and dwell in it during the Last Days see Joshua Prawer,
“Christian Attitudes Towards Jerusalem in the Early Mid-
dle Ages,” in Prawer and Ben-Shammai, History of ferusalem,
323-25.

For references see n. 43 above, especially the articles by Busse,
who claims chat ‘Abd al-Malik aimed to “rebuild the Jewish
Temple.” The literature on the Muslim desire to rebuild
the Temple, which anachronistically dissociates religious
and political meanings, is summarized by Elad, who detects
three interconnected themes in the Dome of the Rock thart
have no reference Lo the Prophet’s legacy: successor o the
Temple of Solomon, rival to Mecca, and symbol of the Last
Days. See Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 161-63. The Temple also
looms large in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem.

. Muyjir-al-Din al-Hanbali’s chronicle was written in 1496. See

Muyyjir al-Din ai-‘Ulaymi al-Hanbali, al-Uns aljalil bi-tarikh al-
quds wa "Hhhalil, 2 vols. (Najaf, 1968),1:272; Sauvaire, Chronique
de Moudjir-ed-dyn, 48—49. “Abd al-Malik’s image as a champion
of Islam and his religious reforms are discussed in Robin-
son, ‘Abd al-Malik, esp. 49-57, 81-128. For the prevalence of
messianic expectations see Wilfred Madelung, “‘Abd Allah b.
al-Zubayr and the Mahdi,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 40, 4
(1981): 291-305; Wilfred Madelung, E/2, s.v. “al-Mahdi.” For
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the emergence of prophetic claimants in the Muslim com-
munity that provided an impetus (o the consolidadon of the
dogma concerning the finality of Muhammad’s prophethood
as the “seal of the prophets” (Qurian 33:40), see Yohanan
Friedman, “Finality of Prophethood in Sunni Istam,” jerusalem
Studies in Arabic and Islam 7 (1986): 177-215. Thosc accused
of falsely claiming prophethood during the times of ‘Abd
al-Malik included the Shi‘i rebel al-Mukhtar (d. 687) and
al-Harith b. Sa‘id (d. 698-99).

Cited in Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 44, 82-86, 91; Jamil, “Caliph
and Qutb,” 39-40.

Bustami Khir, £Q, s.v. “Sovereignty.” For the observation that
“the sovereignty of God is an essential element of eschatol-
ogy” also see Carolanne Mekeel-Matteson, “The Meaning of
the Dome of the Rock,” The Islamic Quarierly 43, 3 (1999):
164.

Thesc sources are discussed in Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 21,
62-68; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 229.

Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayl al-magdis, 64—81 nos. 52-69. Ana-
lyzed and mapped in Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 69-71 (map
on xviii-ix); Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 103—6 (map on
106, fig. 30).

Kaplony identifies the unnamed portal [rom which one enters
the Haram as the Gate of David (sece n. 106 above). He sug-
gests that “the place” one is only allowed (0 touch may have
been located at the west or north side of the Rock, and he
situates the Prophet’s magam inside or outside the Dome of
the Rock. See Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 745—47. A tradi-
tion circulating in the early eighth century states that prayers
made al the right (west) and north sides of the Rock, and at
the “place (al-mawdi®) of the chain” (the Dome of the Chain,
to the east) arc answered by God, removing one’s sorrows
and erasing all sins: quoted [rom Ka‘b al-Ahbar in al-Wasitj,
Fad@’il albayl al-muqaddas, 75 no. 120; 23 no. 29. Another tra-
didon recommends praying to the right and left of the Rock
in order to enter Paradise. See Ibn al-Murajja, Fuda’il bayt
al-magdis, 113 no. 131. On the merics ol prayer at the Black
Paving Stone to the north scc n. 38 above.

For traditions about the minor domes see al-Wasid, Fuda’il
al-bayt al-mugaddas, 73-75 no. 119; 94-96 no. 155; 99-101
no. 162; Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bay! al-magdis, 119-21 nos.
142-44; 123-25 nos. 148 and 151. The hypothetcal loca-
tions of these domes are indicated on the maps of Elad and
Kaplony: see n. 106 above. See also Elad, Medieval ferusalem,
47-50; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 307-11.

This interpretation is made in Hirschberg, “Sources of Mos-
lem Tradidons,” 317. The rituals established by ‘Abd al-Malik
are described in the rraditions cited above in n. 95.
Modern scholars generally equate the Rock with the “Pierced
Stone” (lapis pertusus) of the destroyed Temple, mentioned
by the Bordeaux Pilgrim (333), which was annually anointed
by the Jews: see ltinerary from Bordeaux to Jerusalem: The Bor-
deaux Pilgrim (333 A.D.), trans. Aubrey Stewart (London,
1887). The hole ol the Rock is interpreted in a2 Muslim tra-
didon as the place where offerings were made on a plate
hanging from a chain in the days of the Children of Israel:
sce al-Wasiil, Fada’il albayt al-mugaddas, 75 no. 121; cited
in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 354. This tradition identi-
fies the Rock as the Temple’s altar (kaykal) of offerings.
According to another tradition, the Ark of the Covenant
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rested on the Rock until God became angry with the Chil-
dren of Israel and raised it up: see Elad, Medieval ferusalem,
27-28 n. 28, 109-14. For the perception of the Rock as the
Holy of Holies in the Crusader period see n. 170 below,
Moundays and Thursdays were the days on which the Jew-
ish Temple was opened to the public for Torah readings;
for the presumed parallel with the liturgy of the Temple,
also imitated at the Holy Sepulcher, see Busse, “Sanctity of
Jerusalem,” 458-59: Busse, “Temple in Jerusalem,” 25-29;
Sharon, “Praises of Jerusalem,” 59-63; Elad, Medieval Jerusa-
lem, 53-56, 162; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 41-42, 321-25.
The Anastasis Rotunda featured a circumambulation ritual
on Holy Saturday, when the priests would cense it and per-
form a three-{old perambulacdion within it, according to a
Georgian lectionary from the late fifth to the eighth cen-
tury, cited in Jamil, “Caliph and Quib,” 56. The group of
servants appointed to the sanctuary in Jernsalem by “Abd al-
Malik included [ews and Christians, whose positions were
hereditary; the Jewish servants, whose duties included light-
ing the lamps of the Dome of the Rock, were dismissed by
the caliph ‘Umar 11 (r. 717-20). See Gil, Hislory of Palestine,
71-72. Raby suggests that the vessels made for the Haram by
‘Abd al-Malik’s Jewish glassmakers may have been connected
to the ritual of anointing the Rock: see Raby, “In Vitro Veri-
las,” 158-83. Raby is one of the few scholars to note that the
entire Ka'ha was anointed with Ahalizg, as were parts of the
Prophet’s Mosque in Medina. He also cites al-Mas“udi’s report
about the two days for he opening of Mu‘awiya's tomb: see
Raby, “In Vitro Veritas,” 172 n. 188; 176-77. On Mu‘awiya
being the first to anoint the Ka‘ba with khaliig see Massé, Ion
al-Fagih, 25. In his History of Mecca (ca. 883), al-Faqihi men-
tions that the Ka‘ba was opened on Mondays and Thursdays
after the Quraysh rebuilt it in the time of the Prophet with
a single gate raised above the ground that could be reached
only by a ladder: cited in Sadettin Unal, Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi
Istam Ansiklopedisi, s.v. “Kibe.” Ibn al-Zubayr’'s rebuilding
of the Ka‘ba with two gates made it more accessible; ‘Abd
al-Malik resiored it to its former Qurashi form featuring a
single raised gate. The shrine of the Prophet’s sandal, cre-
ated by the Mamluk ruler Qaytbay (r. 1486-96) in al-Madrasa
al-Ashrafiyya in Jerusalem, had a cupola with silk curtains
in a room that was also opened (o the public only on Mon-
days and Thursdays. See M. J. Kister, “Do Not Assimilate
Yourselves...La tashobbahi,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and
Islam 12 (1989): 349.

al-Tabar1, History of al-Tabari, 12:193-96; Busse, ““Omar b.
al-Hatiab,” 74-75, 79-85; Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 236-37,
356-57.

al-Muqaddasi, Ahsan al-tagasim, 171; discussed in Grabar,
Shape of the Holy, 164-65. According to a tradition ascribed
to him, the caliph ‘Umar ordered that a musalla be built
for Muslims near the eastern wall overlooking the Valley of
Hell while he disposed of refusc removed from the Rock: see
al-Wasiti, Fada’il al-bayt al-muqaddas, 78 no. 130. Another tra-
dition mansmilled in the name of his son, lbn ‘Umar, ident-
fies Qur’an 57:13 with the eastern wall of the precinct: cited
in Hirschberg, “Sources of Moslem Traditions,” 329.

. For traditions and sites on the Haram associated with

al-Khidr see Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 327, 485-86, 695-96.
Places named aflter al-Khidr in the late Ottoman period are

114.

[15.

116.

[17.
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marked on lig. 3(11, 29), [5(L); his mihrab along the eastem
wall of the Haram is mentioned in a mid-sixteenth-century
guidebook summarized in Elad, Medicval ferusalem, 170. The
Haram is characterized as a place where the “border between
heaven and earth, between tme and eternity is permeable,”
in Neuwirth, "Spiritual Meaning," 113. The minor domes of
the Marwanid raised pladorm are shown on the hypothetical
reconsiruction maps of Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, xiv—xv, and
Kaplony, Haram of ferusalem, 295. The extant minor domes
on this placform, with the exceplion of the Dome of the
Chain, are from the Ayyubid and OLlloman periods. For the
Ayyubid Dome of the Ascension (qubbat al-mi‘raj) see Hawari,
Ayyubid Jerusalem, 84-96. For the Dome of the Spirits (qubbat
al-arwal), Dome of al-Khidr, Dome of the Propher, Dome
of Yusuf, and the domed Convent of Shaykh Muhammad
al-Khalili (also known as zawiya el-muhammadiyya or masjid
alnabt), see Auld and Hillenbrand, Ottoman_ferusalem, 2:701-8,
888-99, 936-40, 958-62.

For the weasury and related bibliography see Kaplony, Haram
of Jerusalem, 305-7. Grabar considers Mu‘awiya, "Abd al-Malik,
al-Walid, and Sulayman as equally plausible candidates for the
construction of the Dome of the Chain. See Grabar, Shape
of the Holy, 130-32. For the relerence in the Syriac chroni-
cle see Andrew Palmer, ed. and trans., The Seventh Century
in the West-Syriun Chronicles (Liverpool, 1993), 47.

This identification is based on a tradition recorded in Ibn
al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-maqdis, 226 no. 333. See Llad,
Medicval Jerusalem, 27; Gil, History of Palestine, 104, Duri, “Jeru-
salem in the Early Islamic Period,” 109-10; Kaplony, Haram
of Jerusalem, 304=5.

al-Wasiti, Fada’il al-bayt al-mugaddas, 87 no. 14]; Ibn al-Murajja,
Fada’il bayt al-magdis, 114 no. 183. Cited in Duri, “[erusalem
in the Early Islamic Period,” 110; Hasson, “Muslim View of
Jerusalem,” 364-65. Gil mendons other sources indicating
that Sulayman, while still governor of Palestine, saL at one of
the minor domes near the Rock, where he gave audiences
and had his orders written. According to Ibn ‘Abd Rabhih,
“Umar I1 acted in the same way: see Gil, History of Peulestine,
104 n. 28.

For Ibn al-Faqih and Nasir-i Khusraw see nin. 31 and 62 abaove.
The dome’s centrality is noted in Busse, “Sanctity of Jeru-
salem,” 442; Rosen-Ayalon, Early Islamic Monumenls, 27-29;
Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 131, Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem,
300. The concept of qutb is discussed in Jamil, “Caliph and
Quib,” 11-57.

al-Wasiti, Fada’il albayt al-mugaddas, 33-34 no. 44, Gited in
Kaplony, Haram of ferusalem, 302-303; Meri, Lonely Wayfarer's
Guide, 70-72. The dome has 4lso been associated by Garth
Fowden with the Day of Judgment: “The possibility clearly
exists that che Dome of the Chain was designed to shelter the
caliph’s throne on state occasions—and at the Last Judgment?”
Garth Fowden, At and the Umayyad Elite in Late Antique Syvia:
Qusayr ‘Amra (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 2004), 124
n. 88. According 1o Neuwirth, who docs not cite a source,
the “chain holding the scales of Judgment will be hung” at
this dome at the “very center of a vast scenario of Judgment.”
See Neuwirth, “Spiritual Meaning,” 118-14.

For messjanic expectations in the Umayyad period see
Madelung, EI2, s.v. “al-Mahdi”; Patricia Crone, Medieval Islamic
Political Thought (Edinburgh, 2004), 74-80. For the frequent
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use of the term mahdz implying a “redeemer” in court poetry,
and the verses of al-Farazdaq discussed above, see Cronc,
Islamic Political Thought, 41-42; Pauricia Crone and Martin
Hinds, God'’s Caliph: Religious Authority in the First Centuries of
Islam (Cawmbridge, 2003), 34-37, 54-56; Uri Rubin, “Proph-
ets andl Caliphs: The Biblical Foundations of the Umayyal
Authority,” in Method and Theovy in the Study of Islamic Ori-
gins, ed. Herbert Berg (Leiden and Boston, 2008), 98-494;
Duri, “Jerusalem in the Early Islamic Period,” 114: Rein-
hard Eisener, Zwischen Fakium und Fiklion: Eine Stwdie zum.
Umayyadenkalifen Sulaiman b. ‘Abdalmalik und seinem Bild in
den Quellen (Wiesbaden, 1987), 40, 147, 149, 151, 157-60.
al-Tabari, History of al-Tabari, 12:194.

The role of Umayyad caliphs in guicding the community by
adjudicating the law and upholding justice is discussed in
Crone, Islamic Political Thought, 40-43. The episode with
the theologian Abu Zur‘a is cited in Rabbat, “Transculcural
Meaning,” 83; Ahlwardt, Anonyme arabische Chronik, 258-59.
For court poeury portraying ‘Abd al-Malik as a judge, his
coins inscribed with the title “God’s caliph,” and the poet
Nabigha b. Shayban's recommendation urging the caliph to

judge by the sunna of David and also o follow the Proph-

et's sunna, see Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 94, 49-57; Crone
and Hinds, God’s Caliph. 54.

. Cronc and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 4—42; Rubin, “Prophets and

Caliphs, 73-99; Wadad al-Qadi, “The Religious Foundation
of Late Umayyad Ideology and Practice,” in Saber religioso y
poder politico en el Islam: Aclas del simpasio inlernacional, Granada,
15—-18 octubre 1991 (Madrid, 1994), 231-73.

Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 38-41; al-Quadi, “Religious
Foundadon,” 241-73. The statement ol al-Hajjaj is quoted in
Crone, Islamic Political Thought, 30. For the Prophet’s saying
see M. |. Kister, “Social and Religious Concepts of Author-
ity in Islam,” Jerusalem Studies in Avabic and Islam 18 (1994):
106.

Rubin, “Prophets and Caliphs,” 73-99; al-Qadi, “Religious
Foundation,” 241-73.

Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 114. See also n. 91 above.

Ibn Ishaq, Life of Muhammad, 181-87. The Prophct’s carly
biographies were composed by scholars based in Medina,
such as ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr (d. 712), who wrote one for ‘Abd
al-Malik, and his pupil al-Zuhri: see Rubin, Between the Bible,
37. For narratives on the Prophet’s Ascension see B. Schrieke-
[J. Horovitz] and J. E. Bencheikh, E/2, s.v. “Mi‘radj”; Michael
Sells, EQ, s.v. “Ascension.”

For Mugaul’s commentary on Sura 17 see Muqatil, Tafsr,
2:513-56. Elad suggests that al-Zuhri heard the caliph’s ser-
mon around 685-89, when he was in Jerusalem for the super-
vision of the Dome of the Rock's consiruction: sce Elad,
Medieval Jerusalem, 155-56. The (radition concerning the
controversy between al-Zuhri and the shaykh is reported
on the authotity of Damara b. Rabi‘a al-Ramli (d. 817) in
al-Wasici, Fadd’il al-bayt al-muqaddas, 102 no. 165. Cited in
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 21. Octher traditions about the Rock
that were transmicted by al-Zuhri are mentioned in Duni,
“Jerusalem in the Early Islamic Period,” 111 n. 80.
Al-Zubri's wadilion is recorded in al-Wasit, Fuda’il al-bayt
al-mugaddas, 51 no. 78; Ton al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-maqdis,
98 no. 99. Cited in Kister, “Sanctity Joint and Divided,” 52;
Hasson, “Muslim Literature,” 183.

129,
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For some Jews in Medina who referred to Ezra as “son of God”
see [brahim M. Abu-Rabi’, EQ, s.v. “Ezra.” Muqatil, Tafsir, 2:
5563, 556. For Qurian 17 sce n. 91 above. S. D. Goitein per-
svasively argued chat the link of verse 17:1 with Jerusalem is
clearly implied: “It may be concluded with reasonable cer-
tainly that, at the time when XVII, 1, was combined with
XVII, 2-8, the radition identifying al-masdjid al-agsa as the
Temple of Jerusalem was already dominant, and char the
original meaning of the verse as that of a visionary expe-
ricnce was connected with it in one way or another.” See
Goitein, E72, s.v. “al-Kuds,” For a counterargument see Has-
son, “Muslim View of Jerusalem,” 356-58. Hasson contends
that during the compilation of the Qur’an in the tme of
‘Uthman, verse 1 and verses 2—-8 referring to the Temple
were not connected by content or a topical link; that there
are no reliable early prophetic traditions associating the
Night Journey with Jerusalem; and that this association must
have heen made no earlier than during the conswruction of
the Agsa Mosque by al-Walid, because the [irst verse is not
included among ‘Abd al-Malik's inscriptions on the Dome
of the Rock. Angelika Neuwirth, however, sates that in the
early Islamic religious context, Qurian 17:1 “can hardly be
located anywhere else other than on the Temple Mount of
Jerusalem.” See Angelika Neuwirth, “Jerusalem in Islam: The
Three Honorific Names of the City,” in Auld and Hillen-
brand, Ottoman Jerusalem, 1:80 n. 22. The early connection
ol this verse with the sanciuvary in Jerusalem, the firsc gibla,
is also accepted in Pedersen, 12, s.wv. “Masdjid.” For the
current debate on the compilation date of the Qur’an see
Harald Motzki, “The Collection of the Qur’an: A Reconsid-
eration of Western Views in Light of Retent Methodologi-
cal Developments,” Der Isln 78 (2001): 1-34; Harald Motzki
EQ, s.v., “Mushaf.” Motzki presents compelling circumstan-
tal evidence in favor of the ‘Uthmanic recension of the
Qur’an, based on a wadition transmitted in fifteen differ-
ent versions from al-Zuhri (d. 742) and arguments against
the assumption that he fabricated this report, which “must
go back to the last decades of the Ist century AH.”

. Meri, Lonely Wayfarer’s Guide, 70-73. For the extant Fatimid

inscription see Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 149-52. The inscrip-
gon is published in Max van Berchem, ed., Matériaux pour
un Corpus Inscriptionum Arabicarum, pt. 2, sect. 2, Syrie du Sud:
Jérusalem, 3 vols. (vols. 43—45 of Mémoires de UInstitut Fran¢ais
d’Archéologic Orientale du Caire [Cairo, 1920-27]), vol. 1, Jéru-
salem “Ville” (vol. 43, 1922-23); vol. 2, Jérusalem “Haram” (vol.
44, 1925-27); vol. 3, Planches (vol. 45, 1920) (cited henceforth
a5 Corpus, vols. 1-3): see Corpus, 2: 452-53 no. 301. Kaplony
argues that the term al-masjid al-agsa referred to the whole
precinct prior o the “High Fatimid” period, when ic became
restricted to the covered part of the rebuilt congregational
mosque: see Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 777. In later peri-
ods, however, the term continucd to be ambiguous, some-
times referring to the whole precinct and sometimes to the
congregalional mosque to the south.

For the narratives of the Prophet’s ascent to heaven, which
link “three major boundary moments”—the divine creation,
the reveladon, and the final reckoning—see Sells, FQ, s.v.
“Ascension,” 179-80; Muqalil, Tafszr, 2:554.

Ibn Ishaq, Life of Muhummad, 182, 183.
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Ibn al-Murajja, Feda’il bayt al-maydis, 121-22 no. 144; cited
and discussed in Elad, Medieval ferusalem, 49. For traditions
in al-Wasiti and Ibn al-Murajja about God’s ascent from the
Rock and the Prophel’s Ascension see Kaplony, Haram of
Jerusalem, 351-57; sce also nn. 70, 72 above.

al-Wasitt, Fad@’il al-bayt al-muqaddas, 72 no. 117. Cited with
another version of the same hadith in van Ess, ““Abd al-
Malik,” 92. See also Kaplony, Haram of ferusalem, 352, 354,
357.

5. For al-Ya‘qubi see n. 39 above. The other report, by Hisham

b. ‘Urwa, was derived from his father, ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr, the
brother of the “anti-caliph,” Ibn al-Zubayr: see van Ess, ““Abd
al-Malik,” 98-99. Muhammad Ibn al-Hanafiyya (d. 700-701),
the son ol the caliph ‘Ali, similarly denounced the Syrians,
who “pretend that God put His foot on the Rock in Jerusa-
lem": cited in van Ess, ““Abd al-Malik,” 93-94,

Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 68.

For (he full Arabic texts, wanslations, and analysis see van
Berchem, Corpus, 2:223-55; Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 56-71,
184-86. See also, Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 90-96; Christel
Kessler, ““Abd al-Malik’s Inscription in the Dome of che
Rock: A Reconsideration,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society
(1970): 2-14; Blair, “What Is the Date,” 59-87; Heribert
Busse, “Die arabischen Inschriften im und am Felsendom
in Jerusalem,” Das Heilige Land 109 (1977): 8—24; Heribert
Busse, “Monotheismus und islamische Christologie in der
Bauinschrift des Felsendoms in Jernsalem,” Theologische Quer-
lalschrift 161 (1981): 168-78; Neuwirth, “Spiritual Meaning,”
93-116; Neuwirth, “Jerusalem in Islam,” 77-93.

For Qur’anic texts used on different media by “Abd al-Malik
see Priscilla Soucck, £Q, s.v. “Material Culture.” The confla-
tion and paraphrasing of verses in the inscriptions of the
Dome of the Rock have been interpreted by some schol-
ars as proof of the fluidity of the “Uthmanic text of the
Qur’an, which had not yet reached its final form. For a
recent argument against this view sece Hoyland, “New Doc-
umentary Texts,” 407-8.

For the four similar gate inscriptions seen by al-Harawi, who
only cites those of the Fatimid caliph al-Qa’im (r. 934-46)
above the arch of the east gate, see Meri, Lonely Wayfarer’s
Guide, 7T0-71; written sources from the Crusader period are
listed in van Berchem, Corpus, 2:285-87, 373-76.

The Ayyubid inscription has been discussed and interpreted
in Busse, “Inschriften,” 14; Rosen-Ayalon, “Jewish Substra-
tum, Chrisdan History and Muslim Symbolism: An Archae-
ological Episode in Jerusalem,” in Kiahnel, Real and Ideal
Jerusalem, 463—606; Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 172-76.

Meri, Lonely Wayfarer's Guide, 70-73. Al-Harawi refers to the
inscription on the Agsa Mosque’s dome as al-kitaba wa l-awrig
bi "lIfudd al-mudhahhab. Van Berchem assumed that the inserip-
tion with the Throne Verse seen by al-Harawi was of “gold
mosaics” like those on the octagonal arcade, even though,
as he admits, the latter mosaics do not quote that verse; he
suggests that the marble revetments of the circular arcade
may have originally featured mosaic inscriptions as well:
see van Berchem, Corpus, 2:370 n. 3. T interpret al-Harawi's
statement as a reference to an insceiption on or around the
Dome of the Rock’s dome, because saqgf means “ceiling” or
“vaulted roof,” rather than “arcade.” Morever, [ see no rea-
son why al-kitaba bi l-fadd al-mudhehhab should be translated
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144.

as “gold mosaics”; it more likely refers co a gilded inscription
on wooden panels, Prior 1o the dome’s Fatimid renovation,
al-Muqaddasi mentions its gilded wooden (khashab) panel-
ing (alwah muzawwaqa), instead of mosaics (al-fusayfisa): see
Arabic lexts cited in Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 529-30,
540--41. For the extant Throne Verse on the apex of the
dome and the outer band surrounding it see van Berchem,
Corpus, 2:289-98 no. 225. According to Neuwirth, the pres-
ent Ottoman inscription quoting the Throne Verse is pos-
sibly “a restoration of the former cpigraphic decoration of
the cupola, about whose Umayyad shape we know nothjng.”
See Neuwirth, “Spiritual Meaning,” 109, 491 n. 77. Grabar
resists accepting the possiblity of lost Umayyad inscriptions:
“It was thought by some that the inscription originally con-
tinued on the outer side ol the circular arcade. This is not
very likely, because the text as it stands delivers 4 rhetori-
cally completed argument and does not seem to requirc a
continuation. Siill, the possibility cannot be excluded that
some addidonal statement on either or both sides of the
arcade disappeared when the Crusaders refurbished the
building for their own purposes, or during the numerous
repairs of Mamluk and Ottoman times." Grabar, Skape of
the Holy, 56-57.

Neuwirth argues that there is “no allusion whatsoever to the
beginning of creation” in the inscription program of the
Dome of the Rock, which has many references to “the rees-
tablishment of creation on the Last Day, when the prophet
wilt act as a mediator.” She states that the cosmological asso-
ciations of the site (emphasized by van Ess) are marginal
in comparison with “the promincnce given to the eschato-
logical functions attributed to Muhammad in the text.” See
Neuwirth, “Spiritual Meaning,” 111-12. For Neuwirth, the
main message of the inscription program is that “the Prophet
Muhammad, mentioned in the text more than (en times,
is, like Jesus, a servant and a messenger of God”: ibid., 109.
This interpretation, foregrounding the status of the Prophet,
downplays the primary emphasis of the inscriptions on God
and the cosmological references on the bronze plaques of
the east and north gates, which partially quote the Throne
Versc along with others thal refer to God as the creator ol
the heavens and the earth (discussed below).

3. For the Holy Sepucher complex and its compettion with

the Temple Mount see Wharton, Refiguring the Post Classi-
cal City, 64-100. The view thal Jesus was raised up alive by
God and will die and be resurrected at the end of tme was
held by the majority of Muslims; for its predominance in
Umayyad Syria-Palestine see n. 144 below. Muslim percep-
tions of Jesus, which were far from monolithic, are summa-
rized in G. C. Anawad, F72, s.v. ““Isa.”

For John of Damascus’s father, who was ‘Abd al-Malik's
finance minister, see n. 42 above and Daniel J. Sahas, john
qf Damascus on Islam: The “Heresy of the Ishmaeliles” (Leiden,
1972), 73-74, 133-41. John describes the Muslim belief (hat
Jesus was not crucified and did not die but was raised alive
by God to Himself; when he ascended to heaven, God asked
him whether he had said “I am Son of God and God,” to
which he responded, “I am your servant, but men who have
gone astray wrole that I said this thing”: see Sahas, john of
Damascus, 78, 134=35. John adds that the Muslims are at a loss
when told thac the saripures have foretold that Christ “will
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be the judge of the living and ol the dead alike™: ibid., 135.
For John of Damascus see also Andrew Louth, St. fohn Dan-
ascene: Tradition and Originality in Byzantine Theology (Oxlovd
and New York, 2004); Sidney H. Griffith, The Charch in the
Shadow of the Mosque: Chyistians and Muslims in the World of
Istam (Princeton and Oxford, 2008).

. 'have largely followed Grabar’s translations, with some mexd-

ifications, and have adopted his model in using itlics lor
Qur’anic quotations, to differentiate them from Qur’anic
paraphrases and invocations.

Valerie J. Hoflman, EQ, s.v. “Intercession”; A. [, Wensinck-
{D. Gimaret], EI2, s.v. “Shafa‘a”; Muqadil, Tafstr, 2:553.
Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 93; Blair, “What Is the Date,” 73,
77.

Matthias Radscheit, EQ, s.v. “Witnessing and Testifying.”
John of Damascus stares his discussion of Muhammad's
“heresy” with the Quranic doctrine of the oneness and
unity of God, as expressed in Qur’an L12: “He says that there
is one God, creator of all, who is neither begotten nor has
begotten.” See Sahas, John of Damascus, 75, 133.

. This paralle] is noted in Raya Shani, “The Iconography of

the Dome of the Rock,” Jerusalem Studies in Avabic and Islam
23 (1999): 177. For the emphasis on dhe intercession of the
Prophet see also Neuwirth, “Spiritual Meaning,” 109-10.
Neuwirth argues that the account of the mir@j, which is
integrated into the biography of the Prophet by Ibn Ishagq,
was widely enough known to have contributed to the con-
struction of the Dome of the Rock; she draws attention (o
the quotation of Qurian 33:56, which alludes (o the Prophet
transcending the borders between heaven and earth. See
Neuwirth, “Jerusalem in Islam,” 90 n. 78.

. Inlater resurrection liceratuce, where accounts of the Ascen-

sion and Resurrection (giyama) are clearly interrelated, the
Prophet mounts 1l-Buraq “a second time to head for the
Rock at Jerusalem and finally appear before the Lord”: see
J. E. Bencheikh, EI2, s.v “Mi‘rad].” The eastern staircase of
the raised platform is namcd after al-Buraq in the Mamluk
historian Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali’s chronicle: see Sauvaire,
Chronique de Moudjir-ed-dyn, 109.

. The north gate, too, constituted an important point of entry

into the Dome of the Rock, according to a tradition in which
Wahb b. Munabbih instructs a pilgrim to go into the building
from this gate and pray at the Black Paving Stone located to
the south, across from iss threshold: see n. 38 above. Based
on the inscriptions, Busse suggests that the south gate must
have been intended as the main entrance of the building; his
assumption chat the more elaborate portico of that gale is
original has not been substantatcd: see Busse, “Inschrilten,”
24, Blair noles thal the moti(s and texts on the inner face of
Lthe octagon give preeminence to the qibla wall to the south:
see Blair, “What Is the Date,” 77-78.

For the staff of the complex see n. 110 above. It is reported
that the mosques in Damascus and Medina were open to non-
Muslims until “‘Umar IT put an end to this practice, but even
after that date Byzantine embassies were shown the Damas-
cus mosque, suggesting that “it was accessible 1o at least some
non-Muslims”: see Finbarr Barry Flood, T#¢ Great Mosque of
Damascus: Studies in the Making of an Umayyad Visual Gullure
(Leiden and Boston, 2001), 224 n. 175. For the accessibility
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of mosques Lo non-Muslims [rom the times of the Prophct
through the early Umayyad period see Pedersen, Ef2, s.v.
“Masdjid.”

The use of the future tense in the paraphrase of the words
Jesus utters at his cradle in Qur’an 19:33 clarifies that he has
ot yel died nor been resurrected. It has been suggested that
Jesus's utterance in the Qur’an is ambiguous and does not
necessarily hint at his death in the eschatological future, as is
commonly assumed by Islamic wadition; nor does his furure
descent from heaven necessitate his being spared death on
the cross. For this view see Neal Robinson, EQ, s.v. “Jesus.”
Thal this was not the current belief in Umayyad Syria-Pales-
tinc is indicated by John of Damascus’s account mentioned
above in nn. 143 and 144 above.

. Gilbert Dagron and Vincent Déroche, “Juifs et chrétiens dans

I'Orient du Vlle siécle,” Travaux ef Memoires 11 (1991): 247,
265, following a translation of Docirina Jacobi on 47-229; Hoy-
land, Secing Islam, 57. Jacob of Edessa (d. 708) wrote that
Muslims considered Jesus the “true Messiah, who was w0
come and who was foretold by the prophets," but that they
did not acknowledge him as the son of God: Hoytand, Secing
Islam, 166. Guillaume Postel (ca. 1530s) attests (o the cur-
rency of this belief among Muslims in the Ottoman empire:
see Guiltaume Postel, Des histoires orientales, ed. Jacques Rolles
(Istanbul, 1999), 145, 147, 154. Pastel mendons their beliel
in the Resurrection and in the Last Judgment, during which
Jesus (who is alive with his mother in heaven) will recurn
to earth; God will command him at that time to condemn
disbelievers and will order Muhammad Lo acl as witness on
behall of the believers at the Valley of Jehoshaphat. For the
painted images see Rubin, “Ka‘ba” 102; Rubin, “Haniliyya
and Ka‘ba,” 104; Ibn Ishaq, Life of Muhammad, 552; and al-
Harawi's description of Mecca in Meri, Lonely Wayfarer’s Guide,
234. The images of Jesus and his mother at the Ka‘ha were
still extanc in the days ol “Ata b. Abi Rabah (d. 732).

For differing interpretations of the decorative program, the
mosaics, and related bjbliography see Grabar, Shape of the
Holy, 71-104; Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 77-90; Soucek, “Tem-
ple of Solomon,” 74-123; Rosen-Ayalon, karly Islamic Monu-
menls, 46-69; Shani, “Iconography,” 158-207.

The mosaics to the soucheast (mislabeled northcast) are
illustrated in Nuseibeh and Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 104-5.
Another exceplion is a ree to the northwest (mislabeled
southwest), growing from a jewel-encrusted cornucopia:
see Nuseibeh and Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 92. It is gener-
ally noted that the trees display a stylistic affinity to Sasanian
works, such as the capitals at Tag-i Busian; Raby has shown
that they also resemble trees depicted on Jewish glass vessels
produced in Jerusalem: see his “In Vitro Veritas,” 139-45,
181-83.

Even though it is difficull o detcct a consistent pattern, the
minute variations in the mosaic designs have been assigned
iconographic specificity in Shani and Rosen-Ayalon (see
n. 156 above). Grabar no longer subscribes to his 1959 inter-
pretation that the mosaics represent through insignia of
power the defealed enemies of the early Muslims or of rul-
ers incorporated into their realm, nor does he believe that
these are “images or even evocations of something as specific
as Paradise or the gardens of Solomon's palace.” He writes:
“Such iconographic interpretations would be possible if the
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major motifs on which they are hased—specifically imperial
Persian and Byzantine crowns and jewel-laden wees—had
been shown only once, but the constant repetition weak-
ens the charge of any meaning when there is no established
outside referent.” See Grabar, Shape of the Hoty, 206 n. 98.
In my view, the repction of molifs with subtle variations
creates a powerful gestalt rather than weakening the poten-
tial of signification.

Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 78.

An exception 10 the northeast is a vase featuring a central
stem with superimposed crowns and no pair of wings, which
Grabar attributes 10 a later restoration: see Grabar, Shape
of the Holy, 82, fig. 31. Yet it may be an intentional marker,
given the additionul presence of distinctive motifs on the
northeast side of the octagonal arcade, the incriptions of
which allude to the eschatological roles of the Propher and
Jesus on Judgment Day: see n. 162 below.

In addition 10 absuacted angels, Rosen-Ayalon idenlifies a
pair of trumpets near the north gace, allegedly alluding 10
that gate’s eschatological name (bab al-siwr) as mentoned
by al-Muqaddasi. Sce Rosen-Ayalon, Early Islamic Monumends,
46-69. A forthcoming study by Julian Raby, interpreting the
decorative program as a suitable shelter and earthly setting
for the divine Throne on the Last Day, is cited in Flood,
Greal Mosque, 89-90 nn. 148-9, 220-21, 243 n. 12.

Crowns with wings that are represented on “Sasanian type”
Marwanid coins [eature Middle Persian inscriptions refer-
ring to the concept of khwarna: “May his savereign glory
(khwarna) increase!” See Luke Treadwell, “The ‘Orans’
Drachms of Bishr ibn Marwan,” in Raby and Johns, Bay! al-
Magqdis, Part One, 231, 261-69; Luke Treadwell , “A Recon-
sideration of an Early Marwanid Silver Drachm,” Muqarnas
22 (2005): 1-28. For this multivalent concept sec Gherardo
Gnoli. Encyclopacdia Iranira, s.v. “Farr(ah).” Two crowns with
tiny “Sasanian” wings also appcar on the inner face of the
octagonal arcade (Lo the northeast and west); a crownless
pair of wings distinguishes one of the trees at the northeast
side of the same arcade’s outer facc. Illuswrated in Nuseibeh
and Grabur, Dome of the Rock, 90, 99; Grabar, Shape of the Holy,
94, 98, figs. 45, 48. Grabar writes (Shape of the Holy, 91): “The
more insidious problem is whether these features should
be explained, as I did over thirty-five years ago, as cultur-
ally specific elemencs recognized as such and represented in
order to specify Byzantine or Iranian, male or female, asso-
ciadons, or whether they must be interpreted as expensive
offerings in a shrine, or as evocations of something ¢lse: a
building, a memory, or an expectation. This problem can-
not be resolved yet.”

For the tree cult and idols decorated with jewelry see [bn
Ishdq, Life of Muhammad, 14, 36, 39. According to a Syriac
chronicle dated 775, Muhammad had turned the Arabs
“away trom all sorts of cults and had told them thar there is
a single God, Maker of the Creation. He also laid down laws
for them, since they had been much addicted to the wor-
ship of demons and the cult of idols, especially the cult of
trees.” See Palmer, West-Syrian Chronicles, 56. The tree under
which Muslims swore allegiance to the Prophet at Hudaybiya
{Qur’an 48:18) was visiled by pilgrims seeking blessings until
the caliph ‘Umar [ cut it down lest it become an object of
worship: see David Waines, EQ, s.v. “Tree(s).”
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See, for example, al-Ghazali, The Remembrance of Death and
Lthe Afterlife: Book XL of The Revival of the Religious Sciences =
Kitab dhikr al-mawt wa-ma ba‘dahu: Ihyd “wliam al-din, trans,
T.]. Winter (Cambridge, 1989). Traditions mention among
the prerogatives of martyrs an abode in Paradise and “the
crown of dignity, one ruby of which is betler than this world,
which will be placed on his head™: see Wim Raven, LQ, s.v.
“Martyrs.” Therefore, the crowns and jewelry modfs that per-
vade the heavenly landscape evoked by the mosaics belong
not only to the eternal courl of the enthroned divine king
but potentially to the audience of righteous believers.

. Grabar, “Umayyad Dome of the Rock,” 29-34. For the descrip-

tion of the Piacenza Pilgrim see John Wilkinson, jerusalem
Pilgrims before the Grusades (Warminster, Eng., 1977), 83.
Grabar, “Umayyad Dome of the Rock,” 29-34. For che votive
objects at the Dome of the Rock see al-Wasitr, Fadd’il al-bayt
al-mugaddas, 75-76 nho. 122; Ibn al-Murajja, Fada’il bayt al-
maqdis, 127 no. 156. Also see n. 90 above.

. Ibn al-Zubayr’s critique is cited by Sibt b. al-Jawzi (1186-1265),

based on a report by al-Waqidi (d. 823) derived from al-
Kalbi (d. 819) and his father al-Sa’ib (d. 763): see Elad, Med:-
eval Jerusalem, 54. For Mu‘awiya’s palace in Damascus see
Flood, Great Mosque, 13 n. 42, 147-48; Gil, History of Palestine,
136-37; Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 47. The soffit mosaics are
interpreted as “allusions to earthly abundance” in Qurianic
passages on the blessed land in Soucek, “Temple of Solo-
mon,” 98-99. Al-Akhtal’s ode is translated in Robinson, ‘Abd
al-Malik, 82-83. For Umayyad panegyrics and caliphs lead-
ing the prayers for rain see Johns, “House of the Prophet,”
84-85; Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 8-9, 35. Prayers for
rain made at the minbar of the raised platform in Otloman
and Mamluk tirnes are mentdoned in Burgoyne, Mamluk Jeru-
salem, 319-20; Dagh et al., Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 238.
See n. 65 above. A tradition identifies the Rock as “God's
ncarest throne” (“arsh allah al-adna): sce al-Wasitl, Fada’il
al-hayt al-mugaddas, 30 no. 41.

. Cited in van Ess, ““Abd al-Malik,” 89; Kaplony, Haram of Jeru-

salem, 242 n. 1.

. Sylvia Schein, “Between Mount Moriah and the Holy Sepul-

chre: The Changing Traditions of the Temple Mountin the
Cenural Middle Ages,” Traditio 40 (1984): 175-95. The kings
of Jerusalemn were crowned ac the Holy Sepulcher and as “last
emperor” surrendered their crown on the altar of the Rock
at the Templum Domini, which featured a cross (rather than
on the Rock of Calvary). They thus idendfied the Dome of
the Rock as the site of the apocalyptic end of the Roman
Empire, when the triumphant Christ would enter the Temple
Mount from the Golden Gate: see Schein, “Between Mount
Moriah,” 183-84, 190. Schein points oul that the Rock was
first identified as the Holy of Holies, conwining the Ark of
the Covenant and Aron’s Rod, and as the place from which
Jesus ascended to heaven (traditionally associated with the
Church of the Ascension on the Mount of Olives, which {ea-
wred his footprints), but some of these notions were rejected
later on. For parallels with Islamic traditions and the foot-
print of Christ shown at the Dome of the Rock in Crusader
times sec Heribert Busse, “Vom Felsendom zum Templum
Domini,” in Das Heilige Land im Miltelalter, cd. Wolfdietrich
Fischer and Jargen Schneider (Neustadt an der Aisch, 1982),
19-32.
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The sermon delivered by the chiel Shali‘i judge ol Aleppo
is recorded in Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat ol-«yan wa anba’ abma’
alzaman, ed. IThsan Abbas, 8 vols. (Bcirut, 1977) 1:232; it
is analyzed in Licde, “Jerusalem under the Ayyubids and
Mamltks,” 177-79; Neuwirth, “Spiritual Meaning,"” 93107,
Neuwirth interprets the second epithet. al-masjidavn, as a el
erence Lo the transfer of the prayer direction from Jerusadens
to Mecca. [ believe it refers to the vink ol the sanetiry in
Jerusalem as the second place of worship that God created
on earth, forty years after the one in Mecei, This (radition
is often quoted in books on the merits ol Jerusalem: sce,
for example, Tbn al-Murajja, Fad@il bayt al-maqdis, 114 no.
132. It is cited from History of Meceu by al-Azraqi (ca. 865)
as a prophetic tradition reported by Abu Dhar: see G, I
von Grunebaum, “The Sacred Characler of Jslamic Cities.”
in Mélanges Taha Husain, ed. Abdurrahman Badawi (Cairo,
1962), 32. [tis also quoted from al-Tabari's commentary on
the Quran in Kister, “Sanctity [oint and Divided,” 61.

See Hawari, Ayyubid Jerusalem: Burgoyne, Mamiuk ferusalem.
See Michael Meincecke, “Die Erneuerung von al-Quds/Jeru-
salem durch den Osmanensultan Sulaiman Qantni,” Stud-
ies in the Hislory and Archaeology of Palestine 3 (1988): 257-83,
338-60; Robert Hillenbrand, The Architecture of Olloman feru-
salem: An Introduction (London, 2002); Auld and Hillenbrand,
Ottoman Jerusalem. Evliya refers o the sanctuary in Jerusa-
lem as kblegah-i fukara and fukaralarun ki‘best; see Dagh ct
al., Evliya Celebi Seyahainemesi, 230, 233.

Haydar Cclebi, Rizzname, in Feridon Ahmed Beg, Manse’atit
‘sseldtin, 2 vals. (Istanbul, 1847-49), [:431-32; Celalzide
Mustafa, Selim-nime, ed. Ahmet Ugur and Mustafa Quhadar
(Ankara, 1990), 195-96. According to the Mamluk historian
Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali, the Maliki imam led prayers at the
mosque of the Maghribis, along the southwest side of the
Haram; the Shafi’i imam at the Aqsa Mosque; the Hanafi
imam at the Dome of the Rock; and the Hanbali imam at
the Madrasa of al-Malik al-Ashraf, along the castern por-
tico of the Haram, See Sauvaire, Chronique de Moudjir-ed-dyn,
136-37.

. Denis Gril, “L'énigme de la Shajera alnu‘maniyya fi “ldawla

al-“ulhmantyya, attribuée 2 Ibn ‘Arabi,” in Les Traditions apoca-
byptiques au towrnanl de la chule de Constantinople, ed. Benja-
min Lellouch and Stéphane Yerasimos (Paris, 2000), 183-51;
Ryad Atagh, “Paradoxes d'un mausolée,” in Lieux d'islam:
Cultes et cultures de UAfrique & Java, ed. Mohammad Ali Amir
Moezzi (Paris, 1996), 132-53.

Halil Inalaik, E72, s.v. “Selim I”; Hoca Sadeddin Efendi, Taci
ttevarik, ed. Ismet Parmaksizoglu, 5 vols. (Ankara, 1992),
4:320-24, 332-34. For the legal discourse of peace during
the reign of Siileyman [see Snjezana Buzov, “The Lawgiver
and His Lawmakers: The Role of Legal Discourse in the
Change of Ottoman Imperial Culwure™ (PhD diss., Univer-
sity of Chicago, 2005), 177-82.

Buzov, “The Lawgiver,” 35-45, 197-232; Ahmed Akgindiiv,
ed., Osmanhy Kanunndmeleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri, 9 vols. (Istan-
bul, 1990-), 6:81-176. For the concept of the divine caliphate
(khilafet-i ralmant, khalifetullah) see also the wealise “Qanun-
Sehingihy,” written by the Ottoman historian Idris-i Bidlisi
(d. 1520) for Selim | and presented to Silleyman I; pub-
lished in Akgunduz, Osmanls Kanunndmeleri, 3:11-84. For-
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merly i chanceellor ac the Aqqoyunlu court, the Surmi Kurdish
author ldvis fled from Shah Ismafil in 1501-2 and accom
panied Selim ['s Satavid and Mamluk campaigns.
Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik, 69.

Cornell H. Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah: The Making
ol the Imperial Image in the Reign of Sitleyman,” in Solivun
e Magnifique et son temps, ed. Gilles Veinstein (Paris, 1992).
159-77; Barhara Flemming, “Sahib-kiran und Mahdt: Tar-
Kische ¥ndzeitexwartungen im ersten Jahizehne der Regierung
Stileymins,” in Between the Danube and the Caucasus, ed. Gyorgy
Kara (Buclapest, 1987), 43-61; Ebru Turan, “The Sultan’s
JFavorite: Ibrahim Pasha and the Making of Ottoman Univer-
sul Sovereignty in the Reign of Sultan Siileyman (1516-1526)"
(PhD diss., University of Chicago, 2007).

Colin hinber, “Sileyman as Caliph of the Muslims: Ebt’s-
Sutid’s Formulation of Ottoman Dynastic Idcology,” in Vein-
stein, Soliman le Magnifique, 179-84; idem, Ebu’s-Su‘ud: The
Istamic Legal Tradition (Edinburgh, 1997).

The Slleymaniye complex and the sultan’s empire-wide archi-
Lectural patronage are discussed in Giilru Necipoglu, The Age
of Sinan: Architestural Cullvre in the Otloman Empire (London,
2005), 189-230. For the chronology of Stleyman’s building
projects and monumental inscriptions at the Haram al-Sharif
and in the city of Jerusalem see Meinecke, “Erneuerung von
al-Quds,” 257-83, 338-60. The sultan's historical inscriptions,
published by van Berchem, have conveniently been com-
piled in Mehmet TittGnet, Turkish Jerusalem (1516-1917):
Ottoman Inscriptions from Jerusalem and Other Palestinian Cities
(Haarlem, 2006}, but the English translations are not always
veliable. See also Archibald G. Walls and Amal Abul-Hajj,
Arabic Inscriptions in Jerusalem: A Handlist and Maps (London,
1980).

For the connhection with the Vienna campaign see van
Berchem, Corpus, 2:329-33 no. 238; Finbarr B. Flood,
“The Ottoman Windows in the Dome of the Rock and the
Agsa Mosque,” in Auld and Hillenbrand, Otifoman Jerusa-
lem, 1:431-63. On Charles V’s plans for a crusade after the
1527 Sack of Rome seec Robert Finlay, “Prophecy and Poli-
tics in Istanbul: Charles V, Sultan Sileyman, and the Hab-
sburg Embassy of 1533-34," Journal of Early Modern History
2, 1 (1998): 21-22.

For the reconsuruction see Flood “Ottoman Windows,” 43[-63.
He aptly notes that the buildings of the Haram al-Sharif con-
sdtute an “architectural palimpsest on the surface of which
successive generations, whether mouvated by piety or politics,
attempred to make their mark,” and considers the stained
glass windows commissioned by Stileyman for the Dome of
the Rock and the Agsa Mosque a prime example of this phe-
nomenon: see ibid., 451. Some of the windows werce removed
from the Dome of the Rock during restorations carried out
in 1874 and replaced by others bearing the name of Sul-
tan Abdilaziz. Their inscriptions, recorded by Melchior de
Vogiié in 1864 and Henri Sauvaire in 1893, were checked
by van Berchem in 1914 and published in his Corpus (see n.
182 above). The windows of the drum lack inscriptions and
differ in design [rom those Siifeyman installecl on the octag-
onal walls, some of them more closely resembling Mamluk
models. Flood argues that only some of the drum windows
were replaced by Stleyman in 1528-29.



98

184.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

GULRU NECIPOGLU

I have modified parts of Flood's translation; [or instance,
he interprets ‘ajam as “foreigners,” which I prefer to trans-
late as “Persians,” namely, multiethnic Iranians. A substan-
dal group of émigrés [rom the Safavid domains resided in
Syria-Pnlescine, and Selim I’s inamate entourage during his
campaign against the Mamluks included several “Persians”™:
see Atlagh, “Paradoxes,” 132-53; Hoca Sadeddin Efendi,
Tacii't-levarth, 305-6, 335. The sultan ordered the deporta-
tion o Istanbul of the “Persian contingen(” of Aleppo after
his conquest of Egypt: see Haydar Celebi, Razname, 1:447.
The honorific title “possessor of the necks of the nations”
was used by earlier Turkic rulers of the eastern Islamic lands.
[t appears in an inscription at Ghazna in the name of Ibra-
him, the son of Mas‘ud [ (r. 1039-99), and in an early-fif-
teenth-century manuscript commissioned by the Timurid
ruler Baysunghur. 1 thank David Roxburgh for the following
references: Sheila S. Blair, The Monumental Inscriptions from
Eunrly Islamic [ran and Transoxiana (Leiden and New York,
1992), 182-84, no. 69: Arthur J. Arberry, Mujtaba Minovi,
Fdgar Blochet, J. V. S. Wilkinson, et al., The Chester Beatly
Library: A Calalogue of the Persian Manuscripls and Miniatures,
3 vols. (Dublin, 1959-62), 1:39-40.

. These documents, which have not yet been studied exten-

sively, may in the future provide additonal information on
Stleyman’s building activities. See Yusuf Nawsheh, “The Archi-
tecture of Ottoman Jerusalem,” in Auld and Hillenbrand, Otto-
man Jerusalem, 1:593. A document dated 28 Dhu’l-Qa‘da 936
(24 [uly 1330) refers to Hasan Beg as al-mushid ‘ala “imdrat
almasjid al-ags@ al-sharif (the person in charge ol the {re]
building of the Noble Aqsa Mosque). He is also referred to as
almushid ‘ala al-“ama’ir al-sharifa bi Lquds al-sharif (the person
in charge of the noblc buildings in Jerusalem the Noble).
Van Berchem, Corpus, 2:439 no. 294, For the date “correc-
tion” see Meinecke, “Ermeuerung von al-Quds,” 260-61.
For a reference to the renovation of the aqueducton 1 Jjumada
11936 (31 January 1530) see Khadr Salameh, “Aspects of the
Sijills of the Shari‘a Court in Jerusalem,” in Auld and Hillen-
brand, Ottoman ferusalem, 1:104. The mushid of the citadel’s
restoration in 938 (1531-32) was Muhammad Beg: see Nat-
sheh, “Architecture,” 1:530.

See Gulru Necipogiu, “The Siileymaniyc Complex in Istan-
bul: An Interpretation,” Mugarnas 3 (1985): 92-17; Grabar,
Dome of the Rock, 191; Sylvia Auld, “Stars, Roses, and Inter-
lace: Architectural Decoration in Otloman ferusalem,” in
Auld and Hillenbrand, Oltoman ferusalem, 1:355-88.

For my interpretation of Sileyman’s architeciural projects
in the context of Ottoman religio-dynastic ideology, with
only brief reference 10 his building activites in Jerusalem,
see Necipoglu, Age of Sinan, 60-74; 189-230.

For the signs of the apocalypse see n. 98 above. Apocalypses
from the Umayyad period swess the fall of Constantinople as
one of the signs of the Hour, for which the fall of Rome was
substtuted in Ottoman times. (Some traditions circulating
in the Umayyad era specify that Constantinople would fall
first, Lo be followed by Rome: scc Wilferd Madelung, “Apoca-
lyptic Prophecies in Hims in the Umayyad Age,” Journal of
Semitic Studies 31, 2 {1986]: 155.) According to an apochry-
phal book of divination attributed to Ibn al-‘Arabi, the Otto-
man dynasty would last until the appearance of the Mahdi
at the end of Lime, when the church in Rome (St. Peter’s)

19].

192.

193.
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195.

would be destroyed and the sanctnary in Jerusalem rebuilc:
see Gril, “L'énigme de fa Shajara alnu‘maniyya fi ‘dawla
al-‘uthinaniyya,” 134.

For the dles claimed by Charles V in 1530 see Harald Klein-
schmidt, Charles V: The World Emperor (Gloucestershire, 2004),
123-24, Sitleyman resented Charles V’s arrogation ol his
titles, such as “King of Jerusalem,” which the emperor used
in his correspondence with the sultan in 1533: see Finlay,
“Prophecy and Politics,” 16-17.

For Siileyman's helimet with four superimposed crowns see
Galru Necipoglu, “Stleyman the Magnificent and the Repre-
sentation of Power in the Context of Otcoman-Hapsburg-Papal
Rivalry,” At Bulletin 71, 3 (1989): 401-27. The inscripdion is
puhlished in van Berchem, Corpus, 1: 146-49 no. 45. [ prefer
“Holy Precinct” to “Holy Land,” the wranslation proposed by
van Berchem, who admies that it could reter to Jerusalem,
the Haram, or the Rock iwelf, which the inscription men-
tions later on. For Stleyman’s renovations and inscriptions
at the citadel see Mahmud Hawari, "The Citadel (Qal‘)
in the Ottoman Period: An Overview,” in Auld and Hillen-
brand, Ottoman Jerusalem, 1:493-518.

The titles “Second Solomon” and “Solomon of the Age”
appear in the inscriptions of Sitleyman'’s fountains in Edirne
and the Topkap: Palace, an allusion to his namesake, who
controlled not only the jinns, but also the winds and water:
see Necipoglu, Age of Sinan, 190; Gilru Necipoglu, Architec-
ture, Ceremonial, and Power: The Topkapr Palace in the Fifteenth
and Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, MA, and London, 1991),
101. Glzelce Kasim Pasha served as the sanjak governor of
Hama (ca. 1516-21) before hecoming third vizier in 1522-23
and governor of Egypl in 1524; he was vizier and chief gov-
ernor of Rumelia around 1527. For his fountain inscription
see van Berchem, Corpus, 2: 162—-63 no. 191.

The translation of al-rizm should be “Ottomans” rather than
“Turks,” given the multiethnic character of the Ottoruan
polity; van Berchem mistranslates it as “Greeks.” The foun-
tain within the Haram forms an aedicule with a mihrab in
the back; dated to the beginning of Sha‘ban 943 (January
1537), iL is the only fountain whose tnscription ends with
“blessings upon the Prophet and all of his descendants™
see van Berchem, Corpus, 1: 415-16 nos. 113-113 bis. For
the inscriptions of other fountains see van Berchem, Cor-
pus, 1:412-27 nos. 110-15. The undated inscription of the
“noble mihrab,” which was “renewed” by Siileyman, is in van
Berchem, Corpus, 2:168-69 no. 192. Silleyman’s fountains
are catalogued in Auld and Hillenbrand, Ouoman ferusalem,
2:677-700; see also Myriam Rosen-Ayalon, “On Suleiman's
Sabils in Jerusalem,” in Essays in Honor of Bernard Lewts: The
Islamic World from Classical to Modern Times, ed. C. E. Bos-
worth et al. (Princeton, 1989), 589-607.

For the Gate of the Law Courl (bab al-mahkama) and the
contiguous Madrasa al-Tankiziyya, which housed the shari‘a
court, see Auld and Hillenbrand, Ottoman Jerusalem, 2: cat.
no. 2; 665 n. 1. The sanctuary in Jerusalem is referred to in
Ottoman texts as the “thivd afler the Two Harams” (salisi
Tharemeyn), butis only rarely included in Stleyman'’s official
titulature; a document of 1565 calls him possessor of “the
Magnified Ka‘ba, Medina the Illuminated, and Jerusalem
the Noble (kuds-i yerif).” Cited in Klaus Kreiser, “The Place
of Jerusalem i Otoman Perception,” in Auld and Hillen-
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brand, Ouoman Jerusalem, 1:53. The sultan’s epithiel on these
fountains, referring o his protection of the Two Harams, can
be read as an indirect reference o the neighboring Haram
al-Sharif, whose waqfs were integrated with those of Mecea and
Medina. Silleyman'’s law code (or the province of Damascns,
kaninname-i vil@yet-i sam, dated 955 (1548), lists together the
waqfs of the sanctuaries in Mecca, Medina, Jerusalem, and
Hebron: haremeyn-i sertfeyn ve kuds-i serif ve hadilii'byalimin; sce
Akglindlz, Osmanls Kanunndmeleri, 7:32. The sultan’s law code
for the subprovince of Jerusalem, kanunname-i live-t kuds,
dated 970 (1562), mentions the same wagfs: sce Akgiindi,
Osmanlt Kanunndameleri, 7:54. Several hitherto unnoted six-
teenth-century archival documents list the yearly accounts of
these waqfs, e.g., Topkapi Palace Library, E. H. 3061, daced
967 (1559-60), muhasebe-i haremeyn-i serifeyn in the province
ol Damascus; and Topkapi Palace Archives, D. 9157, dawed
1005 (1596-97), evkafi haremeyn-i serifeyn-i dimask el-mahmiyye,
which includes the waqfs of Jerusalem and Hebron (kuds-i
serif ve belde-i halil).

The walls of Jerusalem were rebuilt in the course of naval
battles with Christian forces and completed at the time of
Charles V’s disastrous expedition against Algiers in 1541,
which deflated the prestige he had won as a “victorious
crusader” after conguering Ottoman Tunis in 1533. On
the rumors circulating in 1538 chat Charles V was prepar-
ing to faunch a crusade in 1539 see Kleinschmidt, Charles
V, 167. For the Jerusalem walls sce Natsheh, “Architecture,”
1:601—-4. For Stileyman’s walls in the chree holy cites, com-
plemented by fortresses along the hajj route that were buile
for protection against unruly Bedouin wribes, see Necipo-
glu, Age of Sinan, 72-74, 190-91.

Amnon Cohen, “The Walls of Jerusalem,” in Bosworth ctal.,
Essays in Honor of Bernard Lewis, 467-77; Natsheh, “Architec-
ture,” 1:593, 600, 603; 2:677-78. For the unpublished Otto-
man Turkish document (Topkap: Palace Library, K. 888, fol.
283r, dated 2 Rajab 959 [24 June 1552]), which refers Lo
nakkds Mehmed nam emin, sce Necipoglu, Age of Sinan, 278.

See Natsheh, “Architecture,” 1:593, where “finial” (“alem) is
mistranslated as “banner.”

Milstein, “Kitab Shawg-nama,” 317. Van Berchem believes that
Siileyman may have restored the dome: “Enfin, j'ai supposé,
mais sans indice précis, qu'il a restauré la coupole”: Corpus,
2:340 no. 242.

The Dome of the Prophet, which according to Evliya had
four columns, is not mentioned in the mid-sixteenth-cen-
tury guidebook of al-Rumi, which only refers to the “Red
Mihrab.” The Mamluk author al-Suyuti writes in 1470 that
the Dome of the Prophet above the red floor mihirab was
dismantled when the raised platform was being repaved
andl that it was at this mihrab (hat the Prophct prayed with
angels and earlier prophets. Sec Le Scrange, “Description
of the Noble Sancluary,” 261. The excant eight-columned
Ouoman dome over il is therefore daied to a Jater period
in Auld and Hillenbrand, Oitoman Jerusalem, 2:701-8 no. 10.
In a painted scroll made for Siileyman in 1544-45 only the
Red Mihrab is shown, without the dome above it (fig. 22).
Other undated Ottoman domes on the raised pladorm, such
as the Dome of the Spitits and the Dome of al-Khidr, also
feature floov mihrabs. The hujral muhammad amir liwd al-
guds (ca. 956 [1549]), at the northern edge of the platform,
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was prohably builc by the same patron: see Auld and Hillen-
hranid, Ottoman Jerusalem, 2:742-46 no. 14. Estimates prepared
for a Hanali madrasa in 947 (1540-41) and a dar al-hadith
(college Tor the study of hadith) in 956 (1349) in Jerusa-
fem e mentioned in Natsheh, “Architecare,” 1:622-29.
The macdrasa js listed among Sinan’s works in one version
ol his autobiography: see Necipoglu, Age of Sinan, 276.
The testimony was given in the presence of che scribe of the
provinces ol Syria and the kadi of [erusalem (Salih Efendi
ibn al-Qazwini): see Natsheh, “Architecture,” 1:600; 2:677-78.
The gap between the endowment of Siileyman's waterworks
andl (heir completion may be due to the creation of addi-
tional ablution facilides in the Haram. For estimates prepared
for ablution fountains in the Haram in 948 (1541-42) by
Husain ibn Nammar, the master builder of Jerusalem, who
was accompanied by the city's kadi, see ibid., 1:593-94.
See Auld and Hillenbrand, Otloman ferusalem, 2:678 no. 4,
where it is suggested thac he must have been the wagf admin-
istrator of the Dome of the Rock because he received the
revenue and tithe for that year from Bayram Cavus. How-
ever, the tetm emin is commonly used in Ottoman documents
for building overseers in charge of the organization of labor
and financial aspects of construction projects, Records in
the Jerusalem sijills show that during the 1530s and 1540s,
until his death in 1549, Nagqash Muhammad was assisted by
both technical and administrative experts in overseeing the
sultan’s buildings in Jerusalem, on which detailed account
books were kept. For the account books and the names of
builders see Natsheh, “Architecture,” 1:601-4, 619-29. Bay-
ram Cavus went Lo Cairo to recruit experts for the wall and
fountain projects.

He died in 956 (1549) with no heirs: see Auld and Hillen-
brand, Ottoman Jerusalem, 2:678 no. 4. Ottoman painter-deco-
rators were often appointed as the overseers of imperial
construction projects because of their combined expertise
in financial administration, the selccdon and supervision of
artisans, and aesthetic matters. See Necipoglu, Age of Sinan,
178.

Mustafa ‘Ali, Kiinhit l-ahbar, Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Library,
ms. 3904, fol. 118v: kuds-i serifde sahratu’llah-i miservefeniin igi
ve tisi kast vaz‘wylu insa kilinds ve elli jokuz larihinde binast itmém.
olds.

When this appellation gained currency is worth investigat-
ing. [t is alrcady used in the versified Persian chrouvjcle of an
author from Tus affiliated for more than two decades with
the Octoman court, Mu‘aly’s Khunkarnama, written for Sul-
tan Mehmed IT in 1474 (Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1417,
149v-150v). See Yalcin Balata, “Khunkarnima (Tavarikh-i
ali ‘osman), Mir Sayyid “All b. Muzallari Ma‘ali” (PhD diss.,
Istanbal University, 1992), 193-94. In a chapter describing
his pilgrimage to [erusalem, Mu‘ali mentions the “Rock of
God™ (sakhratu’llah); the “stone of the Rock” (sang-i sakhra)
with the foolprints of the Prophet and of Ishmael, who was
o be sacrificed on it; and the cave featuring the imprint
of the Prophet’s head on the “stone of the Rock.” He also
refers 1o the Gathering, Resurrection, and Last Judgment
that will take place in Jerusalem when the “Scales” (mzzan)
of justice appear there. Another versified Hfteenth-century
pilgrimage accotnt in Owoman Turkish identifies the build-
ihg as the "Dome of the Rock™ {qubbe-i sahra), mendoning
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that the Prophet’s {ootprint was imprinted on the Rock dur-
ing his Ascension, at which time it levitated. The work also
refers to the mark of his rurban on the underside of the
Rock at the cave, the iron pomegranate tree (fashioncd by
the prophet David according to later Otoman texts cited
below), and the Gate of Paradise (north gace of the Dome
of the Rock). The same work mentions, within the precinct,
the fragment of the Rock under Solomon’s dome; the Cra-
dle of Jesus; the magam of al-Khidr; the Cave of the Spirits;
and the predetermined places of Paradise, Hell, the Scales
(terazu), and the “sign™ (nisan) of the Bridge of Sirat. See
Ahmed Fakih, Kitabu Evsafe Mesacidi’s-Serife, ed. Hasibe Maz-
oglu (Ankara, 1974), 42-45.

For early Ouoman pilgrimage accounts see n. 205 above.
Theodore Spandouncs, On the Origin of the Otloman Empe-
rors, trans. (from the Italian Lext of 1538) Donald M. Nicol
(Cambridge, 1997), 132. The carlier French version, dated
1519, is published in Théodore Spandouyn Cantacasin, Petit
Traicté de origine des Turcgz, ed. Charles Schefer (Paris, 1896),
196-97. The endowment made by Murad IT on 18 Rajab 833
(12 April 1430) is mendoned in Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali’s
history: see Sauvaire, Chronique de Moudjir-ed-dyn, 259.

For the extant sections of the Qur'an endowed by Siley-
man and a Quran manuscript donated in 964 (1556) by his
son, Prince Bayezid, to the Dome of the Rock see Salameh,
“Aspects of the Sijills,” 105-6, 139. In an undated letter
addressed to Stleyman, the governor of Jerusalem, Mehmed
Beg, reports that in order that the sections of the Qur’an
recently sent by the sultan be read for the soul of his late
fachér, Mevlana Seyyid Abdiilkadir b. Ebi'l-Vela has been
appointed the chief of readers and Haci Bekir the keeper
of manuscripts. The letter asks for a document (berat) con-
firming these appointments, See Topkapt Palace Archives,
E. 8842 no. 4.

The historical sources mentioning Siileyman’s intention to
visit Jerusalem (s@lisii’l-harameyn) in 1548 and 1553-54 are
cited in Kreiser, “The Place of Jerusalem,” 54. According Lo
the chronicler Celalzade, the second visit did not material-
ize due to the urgent necessities of the Safavid campaign.
Kreiser speculates that Stleyman may have been concerned
about the contested status of Jerusalem among such Ottoman
scholars as Mehmed Birgivi (an opponent of Ebussu‘ud), who
wrote a treatise (ca. 1563) in which he declared that going
to Jerusalem during the period of pilgrimage to Mecca was
objectionable. I doubt that this would have deterred Siley-
man who, in fact, ordered that provisions be prepared for
his visit. See the sijill document on the preparation of these
provisions by Bayramm Cavus before the sultan’s arrival in
December 1553: cited in Otlmnan]erusdlem, 2:710 no. 11. In
addition to the pressing nceds of the campaign, Silleyman
may have been worried about the unrest in his army fol-
lowing his execution of his son Prince Mustafa during that
campaign. The chronicle of Ristem Pasba states that after
the execution of Mustafa and the sudden death ot Prince
Cihangir, who attended the campaign, the dejected sultan
announced his desire to go on a pilgrimage trom Alceppo,
where he was hunting, to Jerusalem and Hebron: see Ristem
Pasha (attrib.), Kitab-i tarth-i al~ ‘osman, Vienna, Osterre-
ichische Nationalbibliothek, Codex Vindobonensis Palali-
nus, Mxt. 339 (Flagel 1012), fol. 279v.

209.
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Robert Hillenbrand, “Introduction: Structure, Style and Con-
text in the Monuments of Otloman Jerusalem,” in Auld and
Hillenbrand, Ottoman Jerusalem, 1:2. According to Grabar,
the sources do not indicate “whether these restorations were
necded because of deterioration in the building or whether
they were an expression of ideological piety. Both reasons
were probably involved.” See Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 192.
The severe earthquake in Syria-Palestine in the year 952
(which began in March 1545) damaged the minaret at the
Gate of the Chain (bab al-silsila) and Qaytbay’s madrasa
abutung the Haram: see Mayer, “A Sequel to Mujir ad-Din’s
Chronicle,” 3. For damages suffered at the Franciscan con-
vent on Mount Zion and the permission granted in 1546 to
make the requested repairs, provided that all roots be flat
and that no domes be added thereto, see Ammon Cohen,
“The Expulsion of the Franciscans {rom Mount Zion,” Tur-
cice 18 (1986): 151-52. It has been assumed that the date
on the drum tiles, 951 (1545-46), refers to their comple-
tion, and since they could not have been completed in one
year, the tiling project must have been initiaced before the
earthquake: see van Berchem, Corpus, 2:333—-35 no. 239; Bea-
trice St. Laurent, “The Dome of the Rock, Restorations and
Significance, 1540-1918," in Auld and Hillenbrand, Oto-
man Jerusalem, 1:418. There is no reason to assume that the
whole drum was tiled at thal time, however; il is inore likely
that the date inscribed on the southwest face of the south-
cast buttress (top lefthand corner) refers to the mosaic tile
inscription band on which it is found. The inscription band,
technically different from the cuerda seca tiles at the lower
part of the drum, may well have heen completed within a
year.

The governor of the province of Damascus, Mehmed Beg, was
probably the same person who renovated the Red Mihrab,
now under the Prophet's Dome, in 1538-39: see Topkapi
Palace Library, K. 888, fol. 162v, dated 17 Rabi I 959 (12
April 1552). The damaged sections of the Haram's eastern
wall ave referred to as sahiratellah-i seryfin sark canibinde vaki
olan sitrus ba‘z yirler zelzeleden. yrkilub. For a document in the
Jerusalem sifill archives concerning Lhe repair in 1552 of col-
lapsed domes over the tombs ol patriarchs in Hebron see
Hillenbrand, “Introduction,” 10. Bewween 1552 and 1554,
Haydar Kethiida was the waqf adminiswator and construc-
tion overseer (emin) of a bathhouse in the hospice complex
of the sultan’s wife. He was also in charge of the Dome of
the Rock, the sancluary in Hebron, the tomb complex of
Moses, and the Church of the Holy Sepulcher. Sce Amy
Singer, Constructing Ottoman Beneficence: An Imperial Soup
Kitchen in jerusalem (Albany, 2002), 105-9.

Cited in Mahmud Atallah, “Architects in Jerusalem in the
10ch-11th/16th~17th Centuries: The Documenary Evidence,”
in Auld and Hillenbrand, Otfoman Jerusalem, 1:171. Also see
a reference to building with brick the interior of the Dome
of the Chain (qubbat absilsila) in a document bearing the
same date, which implics the dome was structurally consol-
idated as well. Cited in Atallah, “Architecls in Jerusalem,”
171. For the tilework inscription band and the hypothetical
dating of the polychrome inarble mihrab to the reign of the
Mamluk 1uler Baybars sce van Berchem, Corpus, 2:180-83
no. 196.



THE DOME OF THE ROCK AS PALIMPSEST

213, Fora preview of a forthcoming joint publication on the tiles
by these two scholars, see John Carswell, “The Deconstrie-
tion of the Dome of the Rock,” in Auld and Hillenbrandg,
Ottoman Jerusalem, 1:425-29. Max van Berchem was the first
Lo suggest thac the Tabrizi scribe who designed the foun-
dation inscription may also have created the tles: sce vin
Berchem, Corpus, 2:336-37 no. 240. This is possible, but he
may simply have been the calligrapher. The calligrapher
Hasan Karahisari, for instance, was given the honor of sign-
ing the foundation inscription of the Sitleymaniye Mosque
in Istanbul in 1577, an honor denied to Sinan and (he arvii-
sans who decorated the mosque.

Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 195,

See van Berchem, Corpus, 2:335-38 no. 240. I have changed
the reading van Berchem proposed for the first line and have
(illed in the parts that he could not read in the last line. T am
gratcful o Wheeler Thackston for checking my translation
and improving partcularly the reading of the difficult firsc
line, which van Berchem records as gad jaddoda bi-hamdahu
qubbat Allah min al-sakhra bi-baytihi al-mugaddas. The refer-
ence o the building as “dome of God” is not found in any
source; moreover, the words qubbe and Allah are too far
apart to belong Logether. I also changed other parts of van
Berchem's (ranslation: he translated qusar (defects) as “pal-
aces” and misunderstood the fines referring to Stileyman's
caliphate. The phrase referring to legally legitimate pure
financial resources, expended on the project like flowing
walter, is interpreced by Busse as a reference to the sources
of sweet water emerging from under the Rock, which I find
farfetched (sce Busse, “Inschriften,” 19-20 no. 13). Thack-
ston and I searched for a chronogram in the last line, but
could not find one; [ therefore moved the numerical date
written under the date reference into the text of my trans-
ladon: see fig. 19.

The chief architect “(mi‘marbashi) for the Khashi building,
which so far has not been identified (‘ala ‘amal al-kkiashi),”
is mentioned in Natsheh, “Archicecture,” 1:620. This refer-
ence is found in a document dated 17 Rajab 958 (21 July
1551). The word alkhashi is spelled al-kashi in ibid., 629. In
my opinion it most likely refers to tiles, but [ have not had
an opporwnity to check the original document (S#ill 24:
323).

Malik~i “‘imamet-i “uzma and varis-i hilafel-i kibra. See the Otto-
man Turkish draft of the queen’s wagfiyya written on 30
Jumada I 959 (24 May 1552); the final Arabic version was reg-
istered in mid-Sha‘ban 964 (14 June 1537). It appoints Hay-
dar Kethiida as her wagf administrator and is legally approved
by Ebussu‘ud. Translated into English with appended facsi-
mile (Ms. Tur. Khalidi Library, Jerusalem) in St. H. Stephan,
“An Endowment Deed of Khasscki Sulian, Dated the 24th
of May 1552,” The Quarterly of the Department of Antiquilies in
Palestine, 10 (1944): 170-94, pls. 36—40. Stileyman’s long list
of ditles is on page 10, pl. 36.

See van Berchem, Corpus, 1:150-56 no. 48. The undated
inscription refers Lo the construction of a baston, located on
the moat of the wall between the Jaffa Gate and the Giadel;
it was buried when the moat was filled in 1898. Van Berchem
proposed a date around 940 (1533-34) or 945 (1538-39),
based on the styte of the calligraphy, which resembles the
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siltan's inscription on the gate of the citadel (no. 4h). e
remarked that the lacter date coincides with the death of
the last Abbasid caliph of Cairo in 945 (1538), correctly dis
counting the possibility that he officially ceded the caliph
ate (o Suleyman.

For the Arabic text carved in stone and the longer version
of it that was abridged in the (oundation inscription sce
Cevdet Culpan, “Istanbul Silleymaniye Camii Kitabesi," in
Kanuni Avmagan: (Ankara, 1970), 291-99; pls. 1-3. Trans-
lated in Imber, Ebu’s-su‘ud, 75.

Kuanuni Sultan Sileyman’in Su Vakfiyesi, ed. Tbrahim Ates
(Ankara, 1987), fols. 7r-8r, on 11-12. See also the golden
rainspout of the Ka‘ba, now at the Topkap: Palace Museum,
commissioned by Saleyman and featuring an inscription
written in 959 (1551-52) by the famous calligrapher Ahmed
Karahisari (d. 1555-56), which refers (o the ruler as “inheri-
tor of the Greatest Caliphate™: cited in Gulpan, “Stleymaniye
Camii Kitabesi,” 296.

See van Berchem, Corpus, 2:339-40 nos. 241-42, where the
doors of the north and south gates arc alributed to Stley-
man on the basis of their identical calligraphy. The inscrip-
tion on the pair of doors to the west reads: “Renewed these
beautiful doors the greatest of the celebrated khaqans, the
sultan Stleymun, son of Sultan Selim Khan...in the year 972
(1564-65).”

. Van Berchem, Corpus, 2:180-83 no. 196. The polychrome

marble mihrab is ataibuted 0 the Mamluk ruler Baybars
(r. 1261-72/73). For an illustration see Meinecke, “Die
Erneucrung von al-Quds,” 340, fig. 3.

Van Berchem, Corpus, 2:340 no. 242: “O David, We have
appointed you as a viceroy on Earth, therefore judge among
humankind justly, the year 972 (1564-65).”

These tex(s are cited in Imber, Ebu'ssu‘ud, 104-5.

Daglr et al., Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 238-39.

The Sehname of Mahremi (ca. 1522), which identifics Siley-
man as the “second Solomon and second David,” is quoted
in Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” 177 n. 42. See also
the sultan’s law code for Egypt (1525), which refers to him
as a “David in caliphate and Solomon in sultanate” (david-i
hilafet ve suleyman-i sallanaty, in Akgundiz, Osmanl Kanun-
nameleri, 6:92.

. Van Berchem, Corpus, 1:109, 403-14. The “House of the

Sacred Precinct” alludes to Mecca, according to van Berchem.
However, it is more likely a local reference to the sanctu-
ary in Jerusalem, which is often called a bayt. Moreover, the
titulature of the Ottoman sultans generally identifies them
as servitors of the “Two Harams” rather than only that of
Mecca.

For Capsali’s chronicle see Martin Jacobs, “Exposed to All
the Currents of the Mediterranean—a Sixtcenth-Century
Venctan Rabbi on Muslim History,” American Association of
Jewish Studies Review 29, 1 (2005): 33-60. In 1549, the sultan
declared his intention to turn “the entire convent known as
the convent of Zion outside the cily of Jerusalem near the
tomb of thc prophet David” into a waqf, whose beneficia-
ries would be shaykh Ahmad al-Dajjani, his progeny, and his
dervishes. The project was not realized until 1551-52, how-
ever: see Cohen, “Expulsion of the Franciscans,” 154-55,
Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” 164-65, 169, 174, For
the chronicle of Mevlana Isa sec Barbara Flemming, “Der
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Gami‘@l-Meknanat: Eine Quelle ‘Alis aus der Zeit Sulean
Stleymans," in Siudien zur Geschichie und Kultur des Vorderen
Ovrients, ed. Hans S. Roemer and Albrecht Noth (Leiden,
1981), 79-92.

Esref hilafel ve sallanatun vahidi, haremeyn-i sevifeyniin hadim,
kibleteyn-i mu‘azzamaleyn@in hakimi. See Mustala bin Celal
(Celalzade), Miflahit’lcennet, Topkap: Palace Library, H. 1229,
fols. 5v=6r; translated into Ottoman Turkish from the Per-
sian work of Muhammad al-Fariahi, nicknamed Molla Mis-
kin (d. 1347), tided Ma‘ary al-nubuvva.

. For Suleyman’s restoration of the Ka‘ba and his building

activitics in each of the three holy cilies see Necipoglu, Age
of Sinan, 74, 160, 190-91, 276-78.

Dagh et al., Evliya Celebi Seynhatnamesi, 234-35, 237. The leg-
endary Khawarnaq palace was built by the Lakhmid rufer
Nu‘man (d. ca. 418) for his Sasanian suzerain and famed for
its domed constructon echoing the structure of the heav-
ens.

1bid., 236-37.

Sec Joseph Drory, “Some Obscrvations during a Visit to
Palestine by Ibn al-‘Arabi of Seville in 1092-1095," Crusades
3 (2004): 111. Drory quotes an excerpt from the Mamluk

author Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali’s history, based on the Muthir

al-Gharam by Shihab al-Din al-Muqaddasi (d. 1364), which
recorded Ibn al-‘Arabi’s cyewitness account related in his
book commenting on Malik ibn Anas's el-Muwaita’. Other
versions of Ibn al-“Arahi's account are cited and discussed
in Samer Akkach, “The Poelcs of Concealment: Al-Nabu-
lusi’s Encounter with the Dome of the Rock,” Mugarnas 22
(2005): 114-15.

Al-Harawi, who saw the Dome of the Rock during the Crusader
occupation, mendons the site where the Prophet ascended to
heaven, marked by his footprinc at the southem side of the
Rock, which was swurrounded by an iron grill: see Meri, Lonely
Wayfarer’s Guide, 70-71. On the footprint of Jesus displayed
in the Dome of the Rock in Crusader cimes sec Busse, “Vom
Felsendom zum Templum Domini,” 30. Pictorial representa-
lions of the Dome of the Rock from the Ayyubid period that
depict the Prophel's footprint on the Rock are illustrated
in the text of this article: see figs. 24(a, b) and 25(a, b).
See also Sauvaire, Chronique de Moudjir-ed-dyn, 108-9. Citing
Ibn al-‘Avabi’s statement from the Cairene scholar al-Halabi
(d. 1634), the Damascene Hanafi scholar al-Nabulusi reached
the extraordinary conclusion during a pilgrimage in 1690
that the Dome of the Rock must have been built by the
Crusaders in order to conceal this “great wonder whereby
the significance of Islam is clearly manifested”: see Akkach,
“Poetics of Concealment,” 110-27. For a dispute between
two men who, debating the rcality ot the Rock’s suspen-
sion, consulted the jurist Shilvab al-Din b. Hajar al-Haythami
(d. 1565) for his legal opinion see Akkach, “Poetics of Con-
cealment,” 115-16.

Dagl et al., Evliya Gelebi Seyahatnamesi, 237. For the comment
on Siileyman's renovation sce Milstein, “Kitab Shawg-nama,”
317. 1 am very grateful to Rachel Milstein for sending me a
copy of the manuscript, on the basis of which 1 have modi-
fied her wanslaton, which misinterprets the reterence to the
miscarriages of pregnant women as “some women became
pregnant there.”
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Dagh et al., Evliya Celebi Seyahaimamesi, 230-45, 237. The vis-
itation places that Evliya lisis inside the cave include the sta-
tion (makam) and mihrab of Gabriel at the right side ol the
staircase, the station of David at the left side, the mark of the
Prophet’s turban on the Rock, the platform of the stadon
(makam-i soffa) of al-Khidr, and the alcove (hicre) of Solo-
mon. Sites mentioned around the Rock’s balustrade are the
Prophet’s right footprint; the Buckler of Hamza, known as
the Mitror ol Alexander; the iron pomegranates fashioncd
by the prophet David; and the stations of the four Sunni
caliphs at the four gates (‘Ali to the east, Abu Bakr to the
south, ‘Umar o the west, and ‘Uthman to the north, also
called the Gate of Paradise). He reports that the Prophet
ascended tfrom the cave through the Rock’s hole created
by Gabriel, a tradition attested in other sources as well: see
Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 100. Some of the visitation sites
mentioned by Evliya are shown on a late Ottoman plan of
the Dome of the Rock and its cave (see fig, 15).

This guidebook is summarized in an appendix in Elad,
Medieval Jerusalem, 166-68. Elad observes that it mentions
welve holy places inside the Dome of the Rock, whereas
Ibn al-Murajja mentioned only four in the mid-cleventh cen-
wry: Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 167. Fifteenth~century Mam-
luk and Ottoman texts list somc of thesc sites (see n. 205
above) bul prescribe no itinerary. The Mamluk hiscorian al-
“Umari (ca. 1345) rcfers wo the following holy places that
also appear among the more numerous sites listed in the
mid-sixteenth-century Ottoman guidebooks: the northern
Gate of Paradise; the prayer niche in front of it marking the
Black Paving Stone where people used to pray, but which was
replaced long ago by a green marble slab; the reliquary of
the Prophet’s footprint, resting on columns; and the nearby
Buckler of Hamza, also supported on columns. In the cave
he lists the two mihrabs flanking the staitway, a bench called
the place of al-Khidr, and the place of Abraham. (For the
counterparts of these si(es in the late Ottoman period see
fig. 13.) Translated in Mayer, “A Medieval Arabic Descrip-
tion of the Haram of [erusalem,” 44-51, 74-85. In 1470,
al-Suyuti mentions the Prophet’s footprint on a separate
stone supported on colurns, in the southwest; the Place of
the Angel’s Fingerprints, on the western side of the Rock;
the Black Paving Stone, near the Gate of Paradise; and the
Tongue of the Rock, at the cave entrance. Translated in Le
Strange, “Description of the Noble Sanctuary,” 258-60.
For the reference of the Victory Sura to the armistice in
Hudaybiya, where believers swore allegiance to the Prophet
under a wee and God imposed on them the shahada as a cov-
enant that would bring reward in Paradise, see Ibn Ishaq, Life
of Muhammad, 506=7. 1 have largely followed Barry Flood's
reconstruction ol the inscription program, with one excep-
ton: He believes that the inscriptions begin at the middle
of the east wall, with the historical (exts falling in the mid-
dle of the sequence; it makes more sense to me that they
start to the south with Qu’ranic passages and continue with
the historical inscriptions placed at the end of the sequence
(as in ‘Abd al-Malik's inscription band on the ouler face of
the octagonal arcadu).

Neuwirth observes thac “the Otloman inscriptions unequivo-
cally take up the eschatological theme”: see Neuwirth, “Jeru-
salem D1 Islanm” Y1,
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Van Berchem, Corpus, 2:333-35 no. 239. The numecrals 952
(1545-46) are inscribed on the lateral west face of the south-
east burttress. Van Berchem assumes that this date refers o
the completion of dle revetmenc on the whole chrum, but
[ find it more likely that this is the date of the inscription
band; see n. 210 above. Busse lists only verses 1-19, but verse
20 is included as well: see his “Inschriften,” 16~17 no. 9.

. For hadith referring (o epithets of the Prophet incorporated

into the Qur’an see Uri Rubin, The Eye of the Beholder: The
Life of Muhammad as Viewed by the Early Muslims (Princelon,
1995), 41-43. See van Berchem, Corpus, 2:362-63 no, 272
Busse, “Inschriften,” 15-16 no. 8. Evliya perceptively remarks
that Sura ¥a Sin is written in the manner of the calligrapher
Ahmed Karahisari: Dagh et al., Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi,
285. Now kept in storage at the Haram’s Islamic Museum,
the original Liles of Stileyman were seen by de Vogiié and
Wilson-Bonfils before being removed in the late nineteenth
century; in 1292 (1873), they were replaced with new cop-
ies ending with the signature “This was written by Scyyid
Mehmed bin Shefiq, may God pardon his sins, 1292.” These
epigraphic tiles were renewed in the 1960s.

For the Prophet’s epithets see n. 242 above. Busse noted the
link becween these two suras, suggesting that the Ottoman
theologians most likely selected Sura Yz Sin because of its
connection with Sura 7z Ha perhaps even renewing an older
post-Umayyad inscription. (He thinks the drum inscription
may have had a predecessor as well.) See “Inschriften,” 23.
For Rosen-Ayalon’s and Grabar’s differing interpretations ol
the Ayyubid inscription with Sura Ta Hé see n. 140 above.
According to Grabar, Siilleyman’s inscriptions confirm that
“the message thart shines forth [rom Jerusalem is the prom-
ise of divine judgment and eternal lile for the just,” Sce
Grabar, Dome of the Rock, 196-99.

. Ibn Kathir's text is cited in n. 44 above. For al-Rumi's instruc-

tion see Llad, Medicval ferusalem, 166. Van Berchem attributes
the gate inscriptions to Siileyman on the basis o their calli-
graphic style: see van Berchem, Corpus, 2:366 no. 273 (a, b)
nn. 2-4. Evliya saw an inscription with a verse referring to
the garden of paradise on the Gate of Paradise: see Dagh
el al., Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 235.

Van Berchem, Corpus, 2:366 no. 273 (a, b). For the mastaba
near the Black Paving Stone and the discovery of Solomon's
tomb see Kaplony, Haram of Jerusalem, 333—37. The partially
quoted verse on the gate is fully inscribed with the verses
that tollow it (Qur’an 27:30-33) on a stone cenotaph inside
the Throne of Solomon, an edifice abutting the eastern wall
of the Haram that may have been renovated by Sultan Sil-
eyman during the restoraton of thac wall, which was dam-
aged in the 1552 earthquake (Gg. 3[10]). Evliya mentions
the two-domed Throne of Solomon (kirsz-i siileyman) along
the easltern wall, as well as the Dome of Solomon (kubbe-i
stileyman) to the north (fig. 3[10, 361): see Dagh et al., Evliya
Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 241. The Throne of Solomon consists of
two parts: an Otloman mosque with twin domes (ca. 1608-9)
in the western section, and an older rectangular hall to the
cast, abutting the Haram wall, which contains the cenotaph
and could be considered a magam. For a descripton of this
building, which is mentioned by such Mamluk authors as al-
Suyuti and Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali, and for the inscription
in naskh script on the cenolaph, see Auld and Hillenbrand,
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Ottoman jerusalem, 2:953-957. Al-Rumi’s guidebook lists only
the Dome of Solomon to the north: see Elad, Medieval Jevusa-
lrm, 165-66. However, both the Dome of Solomon (sileyman
pesgamberith ubbest) and the prayer place of Solomon on the
castern wall (sileyman peysamber ibadet ildige makam) are cited
in an anonymous illustrated Ottoman Turkish guidebook
datable o the mid=sixteenth century, which is appended o
a text titled Serh-i secerelit’-iman: see Topkap1 Palace Library,
A 3547, fol. 93r, 101r. The author says that while he was a
resident {macavir) in Mecca, he read all available pilgrimage
guidebooks (mendsik) and compiled his text [rom two Ara-
bic works titled hya’ al-hajj and Qurral al-‘uyun. The top-
ographic illustrations of this hitherto unstudied text have
been dated on the basis of style to around 1540 to 1545 in
Zeren Tanind, “Istam Resminde Kutsal Kenc ve Yére Tas-
vitleri,” in Orhan Suik Gékyay Armagon:, ed. Ahmet Turgut
Kut and Ginay Kut. fournal of Turkish Studies 7 (1983): 409
figs. 6-8.

Van Berchem, Corpus, 2:364—65 n. 273 (a, b), nn. 5-6; Busse,
“Inschriften,” 17-19 nos. 10-11.

For the Arabic text of al-Rumi, who was from Aleppo and
scrved as a judge in Medina in the mid-sixteenth cenury,
see Ashior, “An Arabic Book,” 7-8; Elad, Medieval ferisalem,
164-73. The unpublished anonymous Ottoman Turkish guide-
book’is cited above in n. 246; its instructions to pilgrims arc
on fols. 92v—103r. T have also consulted a mid-seventeenth-
century Ottoman Turkish fad@’il book compiled from “many
manuscripts,” whose author was a resident (miicavir) of Jeru-
salem for three years after arriving there in 1051 (1641-42);
it contains a section prescribing the same pilgrimage cir-
cuit, with a few differences. Sec Hifzi, Fe:a’il-i Kuds, Top-
kapi Palace Library, L. H. 1443, fols. 102v-107v. According
to an early tradition, Wahb b. Munabbih advised a pilgrim
to enter the Dome of the Rock from the north gate and
pray at the Black Paving Stone (sec nn. 38 and 152 above).
The “Cave of the Spirits” is prohably the present Dome of
the Spirits, raised over a natural rock with a (loor mihrab;
another opdon is the subterranean vault with a medieval
mihrab featured under the Convent of Shaykh Muhammad
of Hebron (also known as masjid al-nabz). For these Ottoman-
period domes see n. 113 above. Silleyman’s [aded inscrip-
tion on the raised platform’s northwest arcade is recorded
in van Berchem, Corpus, 2:184-86 no. 198. It mentions his
“renovation of this blessed balance (e/-mizan),” a term gen-
erally believed by modern scholars to refer 1o the scales of
judgment that will be hung on the platform arcades; how-
ever, Ottoman guidebooks only mention the place of the
scales at the southern stairway, and medieval texts imply that
there will be a single balance with two huge plates.

These traditions are often criticized in later Mamluk sources:
for some of them see n. 88 above.

For the Jerusalem images in Ayyubid scrolls see Janine Sour-
de)-Thomine, “Une image musulmane de Jérusalem au début
du Xllle siécle,” in Jérusalem, Rome, Constantinople: L'image
et le mythe de la ville au Moyen Age, ed. Daniel Poirion (Paris,
1986), 217-33; $ule Aksoy and Rachel Milstein, “A Collec-
ton of Thirteenth-Century Ilustrated Hajj Certificates,” in
M. Ugur Derman Festschrifl, ed. Irvin C. Schick (Istanbul, 2000),
101-34. Sourdel-Thomine suggests that the tree may refer
o the “Dome of the Tree” (qubbal al-shajara) mentioned in
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Mujir al-Din al-Hanbali’s chronicle: see Sourdel-Thomine,
“Une image musulmane de Jérusalem,” 228. This dome was
replaced by the extant Ayyubid Dome of Moses (fig. 3[39]).
Sourdel-Thomine argues that the position of Jerusalem at
the end of these scrolls rellects its inferior rank with respect
to Mecca and Medina, but Milstein proposes that this may
shaw the order of the pilgrimage as ending in Jerusalem. See
Rachel Milstein, “The Evolution of a Visual Motif: The Tem-
ple and the Ka‘ba,” Ivrwel Oriental Studies 19 (1999): 30.

. Tanindy, “Islam Resminde,” 409, figs. 11-14; Zeven Tanindi,

“Resimli bir Ha¢ Vekaletnamesi,” Sanal Dinyamiz 9 (1983):
2-5; Rachel Milstein, “Drawings of the Haram of Jerusalem
in Ottoman Manuscripts,” in Aspects of Ottoman History, ed.
Amy Singer and Amnon Cohen (Jerusalem, 1994), 62-69;
Eva Baer, “Visual Representations of ferusalem’s Holy Islamic
Sites,” in Kithnel, Real and [deal Jerusalem, 384-92; Michele
Bernardini, “Popular and Symbolic Iconographies Related
to the Haram al-Sharif during che Owoman Period," in Auld
and Hillenbrand, Ottoman Jerusalen, 1:95-102; David Rox-
burgh, “Pilgrimage City: Representations of Mecca, Medina,
and Jerusalem,” in The City in the Islamic World, ed. Renata
Holod, Yusuf Nawheh, Attilio Petruccioli, and André Ray-
mond (Leiden, 2008), 753-74.

2. The inscription on the sandals reads: sawwara na‘l alrasal qubl

bi-husn al-gabul. The image of a single sandal, accompanied
by an inscription inscructing the onlooker to humbly kiss it
and referring to the benedictions attached 1o the person of
the Prophet (baraka alnabi), appears at the end of a fifteenth-
century pilgrimage scroll depicting only Mount ‘Aralat and
the sanctuaries at Mecca and Medina. Hence, the two san-
dals on the Ottoman scroll do not allade 1o the Prophet's
Ascension [rom the Dome of the Rock. See British Library,
ADD 27.566, hajj certificate dated 836 (1432-33), made for
Maymuna bint Muhammad b. Abdullah al-Zardali. For the
inscripdon of the mithal na‘l al-nabt on this early scroll scc
Joseph T. Reinaud, Description des monumens musulmans du
cabinet de M. Le Duc de Blacas (Paris, 1828), 2:321.

The prince endowed a Qur’an manuscript to the Dome of
the Rock in 1556: see n. 207 above. For Mubammad Abu’l-
Fazl al-Sinjari’s illustrated manuscript, titled Mendqib-i Mekke,
see Verzeichnis der onientalischen Handschriften in Deulschland,
tierkische Handschriften, vol. 13, pt. 3, ed. Hanna Sohrweide,
(Wieshaden, 1974), 168-69 no. 197: Berlin Staatsbiblio-
thek, Ms. or. Oct. 1602, an cighteenth-century copy fea-
turing illustrations ol the Aqsa Mosque (fol. 40b) and the
Dome of the Rock ([ol. 41a). An illustrated manuscripe titled
Fez&’il-i Mekke, by the same author, has a copy dated 1820,
and ends with two images of Jerusalem: see Verzeichnis der
orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland, (urkische Hand-
schaiflen, vol. 13 pt. 1, ed. Barbara Flemming, (Wiesbaden,
1968), 245-46 no. 309: Tabinger Depot der Saatsbibliothek,
Ms. or. (fol. 4072).

According o al-Rumi’s gnidebook. upon entering the Aqsa
Mosque the pilgrim should first go to “the pillar” (af-‘amid)
where the Prophet is said to have prayed; see Elad, Medieval
Jerusalem, 169, The anonymous Ottoman Turkish guidebook
instructs the pilgrim Lo pray at the “large mihrab” (bayik
mihrab) and then at the pillav near ic (mijpabun larafinda bir
direk), where the Prophet prayed on the night of his Ascen-
sion (TSM. A. 3547 fol. 99r—v). Ibn al-Faqih mentions a black
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marble slab commemorating the Prophet at the right side
of the Agsa Mosque’s mihrab: Ibn al-Faqgih, Mukhtasar kitab
al-buldan, 100; Massé, Ibn al-Fagih, 123.

. Evliva mentions the Dome ol Moses on the west side of the

precinct near the Gate of the Law Court (fig. 3[39)) and a
no-longer-extant Dome of Jesus (makam-i kubbetit’r-rith) rest-
ing on eight small columns, at the north of the precinet,
near the Gate of Remission (bab hilfa): see Dagh et al., Evliya
Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 241.

5. For the Dome of the Prophet and its Red Mihrab see n. 200

abhove.

. ). Horowiz and L. Gardet, Ef2, s.v “Kawthar.” For the Proph-

et’s Pool see also al-Ghazali, Remembrance of Death and the
Afterlife, 217-18. L

Daglt e al., Fuliya Celebi Seywhatnamesi, 234-35. The simi-
larily with Siileyman’s pool is noted by Milstein, who also
refers to the place of the scales on the arcade of the south-
crm stairway: see Milstein, “Drawings of the Haram,” 67. Mei-
necke finds it plausible that the ablution fountain known as
al-Ka’s was created by Stlcyman, since it resembles the one
in the sultan’s Takiyya complex in Damascus: sce Meinecke,
“Die Erneuerung von al-Quds,” 261. For the prayer offered
to all the prophets under the place of the scales see Top-
kapi Palace Library, A. 3547, 97r-v. The nineteench-century
image of the Haram is discussed in Bernardini, “Popular and
Symbolic [conographies,” 95-102 and illustrated in Auld and
Hillenbrand, Ottoman Jerusalem, 1: pl. 3.

The sites depicted on the Mount of Olives are the sanctuary
of Jesus (ma‘bed-i ‘is@) and the graves of Rabi‘a al-Adawiyya
and Salman Farisi, with the tomb of Mary, in the Valley of
Hell, shown on the lower left side. The Church of the Ascen-
sion, with the stone featuring the footprint of Christ, was
rebujlt in the welfth century. It resembles Ayyubid octago-
nal domical buildings on the Haram such as the Dome of
the [Prophet’s] Ascension and the Dome of Solomaon: see
Hawari, Ayyubid Jerusalem. In the 670s, the pilgrim Arculf saw
the [ootprints of Christ in the central-plan rotunda commem-
orating his ascension on the Mount ot Olives; known as the
Imbomon, this structure had been renovated by Modestus
after its destruction in 614: sce Wilkinson, Jerusalem Pilgrims,
341.

Topkap: Palace Library, A 3547, fol. 100v; for the “place of
alsiral” see also Elad, Medieval Jerusalem, 170. For the use of
the term “cognitive map” with reference (o visual depictions
of the Tabernacle, see Mary Carruthers, The Craft of Thoughi:
Meditation, Rhetoric, and the Making of Images, 400-1200 (Cam-
bridge, 1998), 231-37.

The manuscripl js in the National Maritime Museum of
Haifa, Inv. 4576. For the author, a detailed analysis ot the
manuscript, and translated exerpts from it see Milstein,
“Kitab Shawg-nima,” 275-345. In the preface of the manu-
script, graciously sent to me by Rachel Milstein, the author
refers Lo himsell as tun-i man khah<t “ajam jan va dilam murg-i
hijaz (translated above).

For translated ext and illusuration see Milstein, “Kilab Shawq-
nama,” 283, pl. 1.

Ibid., 317-18, pl. 21, The reference to Abraham’s sacrifice,
whether of lsaac or [shmael, on the Rock seems to appear
more commonly in the 1exts of Persian authors: see the
travel acconnis of Nasir-i Khusraw and Mu‘ali cited above in
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nn. 63 and 205. For the horns of Abrabam hanging from a
chain in the Dome ol the Rock in the days of ‘Abd al-Malik
and the controversy about which son was (o be sacriticed
see nn. 90 and 166 above.

The raised pladorm is similarly idenificd as takht-1 rabb
al-‘alamin in an Owoman painting of the sanciuary in Jerusa
lem in a manuscript dated 1643-44 (Jerusalern, National and
University Library, Yah. Ms. Ar. 117, lol. 41r). This image,
which depicts the Pool of Kawthar and the Scales, his wun
explicitly Sunni iconography: its trees vepresent the wigems
of the four caliphs. Reproduced in Grabar, Dmme of the Rock.
197; Auld and Hillenbrand, Otioman Jerusalem, 1:1), pl. 4.

. See n. 264 above for a mid-seventeenth-century image of

the sanctuary. Other images datable Lo the second hall” of
the sixteenth century are illustrated in Tanind, “Islam Res-
minde,” 421, fig. 8 (Topkap! Palace Library, A. 3547, (ol.
103r); Baer, “Visual Representations,” 390, fig. 7 (Munich,
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek. cod. arab. 461, fol. 457, datable
to 1590); Barbara Schmitz, Islamic Manuscripts in the New
York Public Library (New York, Oxford, 1992), 42-50, fig. 30
(Spencer, Turk ms. 2, ca. 1580).

Yazicioglu Ahmed Bican, Divrd Meknan: Sakiz Inciler, ed. Nee-
det Sakaoglu (Istanbul, 1999), 76-78.

On the “fad@’il discourse” and the mode of seeing and spa-
tial mapping it promotes see Samer Akkach, “Mapping Dit-
ference: On the Islamic Concept of fada’il,” in De-Placing
Difference: Archilecture, Culture and Imaginative Geography, ed.
S. Akkach (Adelaide, 2002), 9-21.
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In addition 1o the critiques of Sibt b. al-Jawzi and Tbn Kathir,
see eritical Mamluk texes cited in n. 88 above. Sec also an
article thin compares the Ottornan exaltation of the sancm-
ary in Jerusalem with thar of the Umayyads: Sadan, “Legal
Opinion ol’a Muslim Jurisy,” 231-24.

For critiques in the Mamluk period, generally made by Han-
bali and Shafi‘i scholars, see n. 88 above. For an Ottoman
period exhortation by the Jerusalemite Shafit author Abu’l-
Yarh al-Dajjani (d. 1660) see Perlmann, “A Seventeenth-Cen-
nry Exhordon,” 261-92. Al-Dajjani condemns infringements
o decorum and deviadons from orthodox practices, pro-
1esting against the negligence of those Ottoman authorities
who have insttutionalized unorthodox rituals and festivi-
tics popular among the masses. He criticizes, among other
things, the ta’nf ritual practiced on the raised platform ol
the Dome of the Rock on the day of ‘Arafa, during which a
preacher delivers a sermon from the outdoor minbar (i.e.,
fig. 3(24]) and concludes by waving a kerchief, a (errible
innovation (bid‘e) imilaling the ceremony in Mecca. Other
inappyopriate ceremonies, at which men and women intex-
mingle, include the festival of “Our Lady Mary” and the cele-
bration of mid-Sha‘han.

Grabar characterizes the Domce of the Rock as a “visual mag-
net” contrasting vigorously with the *stark barrenness” of the
beautiful stones of the city it dominates: “Its architecture is
poised to greet the end of time and the liberation of all.”
Grabar, Shape of the Holy, 172-73.



